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The Anti-Federalist Papers 


A look at the clashes and compromises that gave birth to our form 
of government. (2003ed, 406pp, pb, $7.99) BKAFP 


The Federalist Papers 
A brilliant defense of the Constitution of the United States by 
Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and John Jay. (1999ed, 606pp, 
pb, $6.99) BKFP 


Colonial Origins of the American Constitution 
“Local government in colonial America was the seedbed of 
American constitutionalism? So begins the introductory essay to 
this landmark collection of 80 documents created by American 
colonists that are the genesis of American fundamental law and 
constitutionalism. (1998, 396pp, pb, $14.95) BKCOAC 


Miracle at Philadelphia 


Catherine Drinker Bowen rediscovers the timeless story of the 
Constitutional Convention of 1787. (1986ed, 346pp, pb, $16.95) BKMP 


View of the Constitution of the United States 
Published in 1803 by a distinguished patriot and jurist, View of the 
Constitution of the United States represents the earliest extended 
commentary on the U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights. Written 
from the perspective that the federal government is an agent of 
a sovereign people, St. George Tucker’s work continues to add to 
our understanding of the Founding Fathers’ original intentions. 
(1999ed, 478pp, pb, $14.95) BKVCUS 


Friends of the Constitution 
Consists of extended quotations from the essays, letters, and pam- 
phlets of influential supporters of the proposed constitution under 
the three general headings of “The Necessity of Our Union,’ 
“Energetic but Limited Government,’ and “Popular Government 
and Civic Virtue.” (1998ed, 523pp, pb, $17.95) BKFC 


A More Perfect Union 
This motion picture does an admirable job of dramatizing the 
eyents of the Constitutional Convention of 1787. (2006, 120min, 
cased DVD, $19.95) DVDAMPU 
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The Lord created man and the animals. 


Nutramax Laboratories, Inc. just helps keep His creations thriving! 


The #1 Brand Recommended 
by Orthopedic Specialists* 


“Cosamin®ASU is our most 
advanced formula to combat 
joint discomfort.” 


- Robert Henderson, Pharmacist 
Chairman, Nutramax Laboratories, Inc. 


THE #1 BRAND RECOMMENDED 
BY ORTHOPEDIC SPECIALISTS* 


Cosmin ASU 


JOINT HEALTH SUPPLEMENT 


For Your Joint Health 


Request your FREE 60 capsule bottle 
of Cosamin®ASU* Call 1-877-267-2646 
and mention The New American 


*$4.95 Shipping and Handling charge will apply. 
While supplies last. Offer expires 12/31/12. 


For a complete listing of our products and 
special offers, visit NutramaxLabs.com 


These statements have not been evaluated by the Food & Drug Administration. 
This product is not intended to diagnose, treat, cure or prevent any disease. 


Source: SLACK Incorporated Market Research Survey, April 2009. 
Survey conducted of Orthopedic Specialists relating to glucosamine/chondroitin sulfate brands. 


Like us on Facebook 
www.facebook.com/cosamin 


The #1 Brand Recommended 
by Veterinarians” 


“I trust the 
Cosequin® brand 
and so can you!” 


- Jungle Jack Hanna 223 


Director Emeritus of the 


Columbus Zoo = 


Veterinarian 
Recgnimented 


COSEQUIN 


For Your Pet’s Joint Comfort 
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on any Cosequin® brand 
product for dogs and cats 


Consumer: Limit 1 coupon per purchase. Good only for product indicated. Must be surrendered at redemption. Void 
if taxed, altered, transferred, sold, copied and where prohibited. Improper use/redemption constitutes fraud. You pay 
sales tax. May not be combined with any other offer. Not valid online or outside USA. Cash value .001¢. 

Retailer: Nutramax Laboratories, Inc. (“Nutramax”) will reimburse you the face value of this coupon + 8 cents 
handling if it is properly redeemed by a consumer on the brand specified and you comply with our Coupon 
Redemption Policy at nutramaxlabs.com. Coupons not properly redeemed will be void. You must mail coupon to 
Nutramax within 90 days of exp. date to: Nutramax, CMS Dept. 55970, 1 Fawcett Dr., Del Rio, TX 78840. 


To learn more and for 
special offers, visit NutramaxPet.com 


YSource: Survey conducted in November 2009 of small animal veterinarians 
who recommended oral joint health supplements. 
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Before It’s Too Late Freedoms 


The U.S. national debt is in dangerous 


territory — almost as high as it has Be LOST at Sea? 


ever been. As other countries have 
shown us, much more debt will likely be 


disastrous. Not only must we pay it off, Will Our Freedoms Be 


we can pay it off. (April 9, 2012, 48pp) 
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Since the Law of the Sea Treaty’s inception 
30 years ago, the U.S. Senate has refused to 
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communications, including financial potential negative actions of anti-American 


and medical records, and the Supreme 
Court has ruled that Americans can be 
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(Re) Calling Governor Scott Walker 
The recall vote for Wisconsin Governor 
Scott Walker is important because it 
deals with issues that are relevant in 
states across the country, and has led to, 
in the politically charged atmosphere 
surrounding the election, the facts being 
distorted. (June 4, 2012, 48pp) TNA120604 
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Uncle Sam’s Real Estate Fire Sale 

In the wake of the bursting of the housing 
bubble, Congress passed the Dodd-Frank 
Act, supposedly to protect the public from 
financial machinations of big banks, but 
the system is still rigged. The Fed is selling 
foreclosed houses at bargain-basement 
prices — to billionaire investors. (June 
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To the Moon 
on a Wing and a Prayer 


Rev. James Heiser’s critique of former 
presidential candidate Gingrich’s outer 
space proposals in “Space Exploration 
and Presidential Politics” (April 9 issue) is 
missing a vital legal element, one direct- 
ly tied to the aims and ambitions of the 
globalist agenda. While Heiser correctly 
pooh-poohs the former Speaker’s gran- 
diose vision of more government-backed 
lunar “colonization efforts,” the Right 
Reverend Heiser failed to mention the sin- 
gle biggest treaty impediment to anyone’s 
efforts to return to the Moon. That being 
the fossilized Cold War legal relic, the 
Outer Space Treaty of 1967, itself noth- 
ing more than a sop to Soviet paranoia, as 
America was about to win the space race. 

Appeasing the Soviets and the one- 
world-government-gang at the United Na- 
tions, the treaty was pushed through the 
Senate for ratification by LBJ, and this 
treaty expressly forbids (Article 2) any 
precepts of national sovereignty on any 
“heavenly body,” i.e., the Moon, planets, or 
asteroids. Amazingly and more telling, the 
1967 treaty was not proscriptive enough for 
the internationalist crowd! After America 
actually landed on the Moon in 1969, the 
same people came back with an even more 
restrictive “Moon Treaty of 1972.” Richard 
Nixon allowed this one to die in the Senate. 

Even today, were any private firm to go 
back to the Moon and succeed in some new 
commercial discovery, or process (chemi- 
cal, metallurgical, pharmaceutical, nano- 
technology, etc.), it would face years of in- 
ternational litigation defending its claims. 
What corporate board or group of investors 
is going to take that type of additional risk? 
To paraphrase Butch Cassidy, “The trip 
alone will probably kill you.” So why is 
“national sovereignty” so important? For 
the same reasons one gets a patent, a trade- 
mark, landing and gate privileges, or a 
restricted slice of the radio spectrum: the 
protection of property rights. Without prop- 
erty rights, there is no “reward,” hence no 
hedging of this monumental risk. National 
sovereignty is an absolute precursor to 
property rights, especially 240,000 miles 
from home. Fortunately, Article 16 allows 
signatory nations unilateral withdrawal. For 
decades we’ve pondered the question: Why 
have we never returned to the Moon? The 


LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 


answer was simple all along: It was never a 
paying proposition. 
The United Nations bureaucrats took 
away the risk-reward formula. 
WILLIAM T. SELLERS 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 


The Continued 
Killing of Christians 


Thank you so much for your great lead ar- 
ticle in the April 23 issue of TNA: “Chris- 
tian Massacres — A Result of U.S. For- 
eign Policy.” Tragically, few Americans 
are even aware of the plight of Christians 
in these countries. Not surprisingly, ex- 
cept for an occasional mention by some 
religious stations, the media have totally 
blacked out this topic. 

I was beginning to feel alone in notic- 
ing the “strange coincidence” of the United 
States’ role in these tragedies. It is one thing 
to enlighten others about these happenings, 
but quite another (I have to duck) when 
asking them to ponder this “coincidence” 
involving the “good ol’ U.S.A.” we all love. 
(Or should I say “new” U.S.A.?) I don’t 
press the issue beyond quoting Jesus Christ: 
“By their fruits you shall know them.” 

As a first-generation American, born 
and raised in a New England Armenian 
community of remnants from the Geno- 
cide of 1915 in Turkey, I keep seeing his- 
tory repeating itself. (My parents were 
born in a 900-year-old, 100-percent Arme- 
nian Catholic village that was wiped out.) 

In America, I saw how much these hon- 
est, hard-working people appreciated this 
beautiful country. Having learned to love 
America, I happily served in the armed 
forces during war, and later joined The John 
Birch Society (in 1963), where I found 
wonderful programs aimed at preserving 
this great country from the manifold evils 
that have plagued the 20th century. A few 
short years from 90, I can no longer be ac- 
tive, but can continue to pray hard. Thanks 
for TNA, which I read cover to cover. 

JOE TOPALIAN 
Sent via e-mail 


Send your letters to: THE NEw AMERICAN, P.O. 
Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54912. Or e-mail: 
editorial@thenewamerican.com. Due to vol- 
ume received, not all letters can be answered. 
Letters may be edited for space and clarity. 


MADE IN THE U.S.A. 


Valves and controls for the oil and gas industry worldwide 


KIMRAY 


WWW .KIMRAY.COM . 405.525.6601 


Federal Employment Far Exceeds Private-sector Job Growth 


President Obama’s assertion that “the private sector is doing fine” 
has drawn heated criticism from his opponents, as media outlets 
and the Romney campaign have pounced at the opportunity to ex- 
ploit the President’s “‘out-of-touch” view toward the U.S. economy. 

Obama made his controversial statement during a White House 
news conference on June 8, asserting, in part: “The truth of the 
matter is that, as I said, we’ve created 4.3 million jobs over the 
last 27 months, over 800,000 just this year alone. The private sec- 
tor is doing fine. Where we’re seeing weaknesses in our economy 
have to do with state and local government.” 

The Romney campaign swiftly pounced on the President’s 
contentious narrative. Romney noted that 23 million Americans 
are unemployed, underemployed, or have altogether abandoned 
the workforce. Further, he noted, the economy grew a mere 1.9 
percent in the first quarter, home foreclosures remain at record 
numbers, and median family incomes have dropped precipitously 
under Obama’s tenure. 

Sparring with CNN host Candy Crowley on the network’s State 
of the Union program, Obama advisor David Axelrod attempted 
to defuse Obama’s gaffe. But after asking Axelrod three times 
whether he agreed with the President’s “private sector” remark, 
Crowley had yet to receive a definitive answer. 

After asking a third time whether he agreed with the President’s 
statement about the private sector, Crowley received the following 
response: “It’s certainly doing better than the public sector.” 

However, according to Investors.com, a quick peek at payroll data 
shows the purported contention is, simply put, a blatant falsehood. 


Private-sector jobs are still down by 4.6 million, or 4%, from 
January 2008, when overall employment peaked. Meanwhile 
government jobs are down just 407,000, or 1.8%. Federal 
employment actually is 225,000 jobs above its January 2008 
level, an 11.4% increase. That’s right, up 11.4%. 

Private payrolls have been trending higher in the last cou- 
ple of years while government has been shedding staff. But 
that’s because government did not cut jobs right away. Over- 
all government employment didn’t peak until April 2009, 16 
months after the recession started. It didn’t fall below their 
January 2008 level until September 2010. 


John Lott, writing for FoxNews.com, noted that job growth ap- 
pears ghastly when compared to how many jobs were lost in the 
first place. After 36 months into the recovery, the private sector 
has yet to even make up half the jobs lost during the recession, 
not to mention the fact there are 7.6 million more working-age 
Americans than before the recession began. 


Fed Says Housing Bust Cost Average American Family 40% of Net Worth 


The June release of the Federal Reserve’s much-anticipated 
three-year study of America’s finances, its Survey of Consumer 
Finances, confirmed what many families already know: Between 
2007 and 2010 the average family’s net worth declined by nearly 
40 percent, mostly because of the decline in housing prices. The 
Fed study also confirmed that their incomes also fell significantly 
in real terms, by nearly eight percent. 

The seeds of the decline in net worth had been sown decades 
earlier as politicians, aided by the media, successfully persuaded 
Americans that home ownership was to be desired greatly. 

By reducing interest rates, giving tax breaks on the deductibil- 
ity of interest paid on home mortgages, and encouraging (some 
would say forcing) banks to reduce lending standards, the stage 
was set for the housing bubble. That bubble burst in late 2007, 
and the decline in housing prices that continues to the present day 
has had its impact on America’s families. 

Following the end of the Second World War, there were many 
reasons that housing prices should have gone higher: the return 
of soldiers wanting to start families, the pent-up demand for con- 
sumer goods, the beginning of the baby boom, and the long decline 
in long-term interest rates. And yet, according to economist Robert 
Shiller, real home prices increased by only about one percent a 
year, after inflation. But home prices exploded starting in the late 


1990s, averaging four percent a year, thanks to politicians’ determi- 
nation that everyone should own a home, and the Federal Reserve’s 
willingness to keep interest rates abnormally low to encourage the 
necessary borrowing. 

Since most of the wealth of America’s middle class is in real 
estate, the impact of the implosion of housing prices on its bal- 
ance sheet isn’t surprising. According to the Fed study, the me- 
dian home equity plummeted from $110,000 in 2007 to $75,000 
in 2010. And this study is based on data that is nearly two years 
old, so the continuing decline in housing prices isn’t reflected. 
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Secretary of State Janet Napolitano announced on June 15 that 
illegal immigrants “who were brought to the United States as 
young children, do not present a risk to national security or public 
safety, and meet several key criteria” will be granted a reprieve 
from deportation. The young people in question must have come 
to the United States under the age of 16, resided in this country 
for at least five years, and not be above the age of 30. 

President Obama made a Rose Garden announcement later in 
the day in defense of this new policy, which many have called a 
“back-door amnesty” for young illegal immigrants. “They are 
Americans in their heart, in their minds, in every single way but 
one: on paper,” claimed Obama. He added, “It makes no sense to 
expel talented young people, who, for all intents and purposes, 
are Americans.” 

The President may warmly embrace this concept in part be- 
cause he has been plagued with allegations that he is not a “natu- 
ral born citizen” as required by Article II of the Constitution. 
Unfortunately for Obama and for those he has now promised 
protection from removal from the United States, U.S. citizenship 
is not defined by how one feels about himself, where he was 
raised, or even where he was born. 

The citizenship clause of the 14th Amendment reads: “All 
persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to 
the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and the 
States wherein they reside.” The principal architect of the citi- 


zenship clause of the 14th Amendment was Michigan Senator 
Jacob Merritt Howard, who crafted much of the language that 
was eventually ratified as part of the 14th Amendment. During 
the debates that embroiled the Senate in years following the Civil 
War, Howard insisted that the qualifying phrase “subject to the 
jurisdiction thereof’ be inserted. He explained to his colleagues: 


This amendment which I have offered is simply declaratory 
of what I regard as the law of the land already, that every per- 
son born within the limits of the United States, and subject 
to their jurisdiction, is by virtue of natural law and national 
law a citizen of the United States. This will not, of course, 
include persons born in the United States who are foreign- 
ers, aliens, [or] who belong to the families of ambassadors 
or foreign ministers accredited to the Government of the 
United States, but will include every other class of persons. 


Based on a correct understanding of the citizenship clause, “‘an- 
chor babies” born in the United States to illegal-immigrant par- 
ents are not entitled to U.S. citizenship simply because of where 
they were born. Yet anchor babies are granted citizenship based 
on a revisionist view of the 14th Amendment, and now Obama is 
viewing young illegal immigrants who came here as children as 
being, “for all intents and purposes ... Americans” — and chang- 
ing policy accordingly. 

The new immigration guidelines announced on June 15 are 
similar to those set out in the Development, Relief, and Educa- 
tion for Alien Minors (DREAM) Act, which has been repeatedly 
proposed, but never passed and sent to the President, by Con- 
gress. Thus the President is now doing by executive fiat what the 
people’s representatives refused to do legislatively. Ironically, in 
a 2011 speech to a Hispanic advocacy group, President Obama 
informed the audience that the Constitution prevented him from 
effecting immigration reform. “I know some people want me to 
bypass Congress and change the laws on my own,” the President 
said. “That’s not how our system works.” Apparently it does now. 


Tens of Thousands Gathered to Protest Contraception Mandate 


Tens of thousands of Christian and pro-life activists gathered in 
over 160 cities across America on June 8 to take a public stand 
against President Obama’s impending contraception mandate 
that would require employers to include free contraception in 
the health insurance they provide their employees. Such contra- 


ception would include abortion-causing drugs such as RU-486, 
referred to by pro-life activists as the “abortion pill.” Religious 
leaders have expressed alarm that the mandate would apply not 
only to secular businesses, but also to Christian institutions and 
non-profits, as well as to Christian business owners who are mor- 
ally opposed to birth control and abortion. 

The two groups that organized the rally, the Pro-Life Action 
League and Citizens for a Pro-Life Society, explained in a state- 
ment that the event, the second of its kind in three months, was 
meant to send a “clear message to the federal government that it 
has no business defining the scope of religious ministry,” and to 
make a declaration that “faith-based institutions and even private 
businesses affected by the mandate will simply not comply with 
the government’s unjust intrusion into the affairs of religion and 
freedom of conscience.” 
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Putin Government Seeks to Suppress Free Speech 

“This odious bill is an attempt to scare the people and shut their mouths. 
[It is] a spit in the face of the Russian people.” 

When the Kremlin-controlled Parliament rammed through a bill to raise 
the fine for unauthorized citizen protests against the government from $60 
to $9,000, the move drew a fiery protest from Sergei Mironov, the leader 


of the Fair Russia opposition faction. Sergei 
Mironov 
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Suicides Account for More Deaths Than Combat 

“Pentagon statistics show that there were 154 suicides in the first 155 days of 2012. Suicides are exceed- 
ing combat deaths in Afghanistan by 50 percent.” 

In her column appearing in the Boston Globe, Juliette Kayyem noted that the Defense Department 
launched special efforts to stem the suicide rate after it exceeded the combat death rate in 2008 and 2009. 


Fall of Roman Empire Attributed to Homosexuality 

“Today we live in an era in which the worst vices are inscribed in law as human rights. Rome fell due 

to the effeminacy of a few in Carthage, a paradise for homosexuals, who infected a good part of the 
(Roman) people. Every evil must have its punishment, either in our times 


or in the afterlife.” 

The deputy leader of Italy’s National Research Council, Professor Ro- 
berto De Mattei, drew angry protests after his remarks were broadcast 
over Radio Maria, a Catholic radio station. 


Wisconsin’s Victorious Governor Sends a Message 

“Tonight, we tell Wisconsin, we tell our country, and we tell people all 
across the globe that voters really do want leaders who stand up and make 
the tough decisions.” 

Handily surviving a closely watched recall vote, Governor Scott Walk- 
er thanked his supporters and invited the leaders of his opposition to a 
4 friendly get-together with brats, burgers, and beer. 
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Scott 4 


Walker 
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President Makes an Indefensible Claim; Reverses Course Later That Day 

“The private sector is doing fine [morning of June 8].” 

“Listen, it is absolutely clear that the economy is not doing fine [evening of June 8].” 

Claiming his initial remark was “taken out of context,” President Barack Obama hastily changed his 
message when reporters and his Republican opponent jumped on the statement. 


New York City Mayor Lampooned After His Attack on Large Sodas 

“Nanny Bloomberg has taken his strange obsession with what you eat one step further. He now wants 
to make it illegal to serve ‘sugary drinks’ bigger than 16 oz. What’s next? Limits on the width of a pizza 
slice, size of a hamburger or amount of cream cheese on your bagel?” 

So stated the full-page ad in the New York Times signed by ConsumerFreedom.com. 


Postal Chief Not Even Close to Being Optimistic 

“Unfortunately, if we don’t do something, we will look like Greece.” 
Comparing the heavily indebted postal service to the heavily indebted nation, Postmaster General Pat- 
rick Donahoe drew laughter from some who heard his assessment. But 
he refused to back away from his dour comment. 
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Worries Grow About the Survival of the Euro 
“The way the currency union has been functioning is not sustainable. A 
breakup of the currency union would bring extremely high costs and risks 
that no one can really predict.” 
Not alone in his grave concerns about the future of Europe’s monetary 
system, President Jens Weidmann of the German Bundesbank addressed 
the deteriorating financial situation in Greece and Spain. @ 

— COMPILED BY JOHN F. MCMANus 


Jens 
Weidmann 
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The Obama administration and key allies are advancing an all-out effort to pass the Law 
of the Sea Treaty, using deceptive and blatantly inaccurate facts and disparaging foes. 
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by Michael Tennant 


he Obama administration is pull- 
| ing out all the stops in an effort to 
get the Senate to ratify the United 
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea 
(UNCLOS), also known as the Law of the 
Sea Treaty (LOST). The administration ar- 
gues that the treaty offers the United States 
great benefits at no cost. LOST opponents 
maintain that the accord’s few benefits 
— most of which are already enshrined 
in international law — are dwarfed by its 
price: granting an unaccountable, UN-cre- 
ated body control over 70 percent of the 
Earth’s surface. 


LOST and Found 
Barack Obama set up housekeeping at 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue determined 
to see LOST ratification through. As a 
candidate for President, Obama told the 
American Society of International Law 
that LOST was “clearly in the national in- 
terest” and that he would make it his “pri- 
ority to build bipartisan consensus behind 
ratification” of it. As President, he has 
surrounded himself with LOST support- 
ers, among them Vice President Joseph 
Biden, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, 
and Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta. 
The administration put LOST on the 
back burner for a while; but in 2011, it 
began pushing for ratification, aided by 
Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.), Chairman of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
who started meeting with his fellow Sena- 
tors to convince them to support the treaty. 
However, he did not schedule a commit- 
tee hearing until May 2012. Capitol Hill 
staffers told Foreign Policy magazine that 
Kerry delayed the hearing to assist his 
Republican counterpart on the committee 
and fellow LOST cheerleader, Sen. Rich- 
ard Lugar of Indiana, in his primary elec- 
tion battle against Tea Party-backed Rich- 
ard Mourdock. Lugar lost just the same, 
but he is now free to back LOST to the 
hilt without fear of voters’ wrath. (A Kerry 
spokeswoman denied the Lugar angle, 
stating that the hearing had been delayed 
because of Kerry’s service on the deficit 
supercommittee and more urgent matters 
before the Foreign Relations Committee.) 
The May 23 hearing demonstrated the 
administration’s determination to move 
LOST through the Senate as quickly 
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as possible. Clinton, Pa- 
netta, and Joint Chiefs of 
Staff Chairman Gen. Martin 
Dempsey, three of Obama’s 
heaviest hitters, all made im- 
passioned pleas for the Sen- 
ate to accede to LOST — the 
sooner, the better. 

“T strongly believe that ac- 
cession to this treaty is abso- 
lutely essential, not only to 
our economic interests, our 
diplomatic interests, but I’m here to say 
that it is extremely important to our na- 
tional security interests as well,’ Panetta 
told the committee. 

Dempsey, too, approached LOST from 
a national-security angle, saying that 
“being a member of the Convention would 
better allow the United States to exercise 
global security leadership.” He argued 
that accession to the accord “would pro- 
vide legal certainty to our navigational 
freedoms and legitimacy to our maritime 
operations that customary law simply can- 
not.” In addition, he said, the United States 
becoming a party to LOST would enable it 
to counter “illegitimate expansionism” by 
foreign countries. 

(Panetta and Dempsey had offered sim- 


: 
sa 


If, having joined LOST, the United States 
were to board and seize a ship on the high 
seas under the belief that it was being 


used to stage a terrorist attack against 
American interests, the state under whose 
flag the ship was sailing could appeal. 


ilar remarks at the Law of the Sea Con- 
vention forum in Washington a fortnight 
earlier, again proving how serious the ad- 
ministration is about LOST.) 

Of the three, Clinton offered the most 
comprehensive defense of LOST. 

“As the world’s foremost maritime 
power,” she remarked, “the United States 
benefits from the Convention’s favor- 
able freedom of navigation provisions.” 
Though the U.S. military currently has 
freedom of the seas, such freedom is based 
on custom combined with military might. 
Commercial shipping is likewise at the 
mercy of informal customs rather than for- 
mal law. Ratifying LOST would codify the 
customs of international law and secure 
U.S. navigational freedoms in perpetuity, 


Oily claim: Russia wants to exploit oil and mineral resources in the Arctic, where other countries 
have claimed territorial rights. Supposedly, the Law of the Sea Treaty would solve this dilemma if 
the United States signs it, though most countries in disagreement already ratified LOST. 
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LAW OF THE SEA TREATY 


A 2007 Heritage Foundation WebMemo 
stated that under LOST, “the U.S. would 
sign away its ability to collect intelligence 
vital for American security within the 
‘territorial waters’ of any other country.” 


benefiting both the armed forces and the 
private sector, she argued. 

“We have the world’s second longest 
coastline,” Clinton said, “so the United 
States benefits greatly from the Conven- 
tion’s favorable provisions on offshore 
natural resources.” In particular, LOST 
grants to each coastal nation an “exclu- 
sive economic zone”: Within 200 miles 
of its coastline the country has the sole 
right to determine who may extract natu- 
ral resources and under what conditions. 
In some instances this “continental shelf” 
may be extended even farther — poten- 
tially as far as 600 miles off the northern 
coast of Alaska, she claimed. 

“American companies are equipped and 
ready to engage in deep seabed mining,” 
the Secretary averred. “But the United 
States can only take advantage of the Con- 
vention’s provisions that accord security 
of tenure to mine sites in areas beyond na- 
tional jurisdiction as a party to this treaty.” 
There are no customs governing mining in 
international waters, she said, “and with- 
out such security of tenure, industry has 
told us that it will not risk the significant 
investment needed to extract these valu- 
able resources.” As long as the United 
States remains a non-party to LOST, she 
argued, America will lose out to other 
countries that are already staking their 
claims to mining sites under the treaty. 

Joining the chorus of Panetta and 
Dempsey, Clinton maintained that ratify- 
ing LOST would enable the United States 
“to challenge other countries’ behavior 
on the firmest and most persuasive legal 
footing.” 

Finally, she stated that the United States 
must accede to LOST in order to “steer 
its implementation.” Failure to join the 
Convention means that other countries, 
not the United States, will make the rules 
pursuant to the treaty — rules that Clinton 
said “could create precedents, positive and 
negative,” for the United States. “We need 
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to be on the inside to protect 
and advance our interests,” 
she declared. 

Having laid out the case 
for LOST ratification, Clin- 
ton then took aim at oppo- 
nents of U.S. accession, say- 
ing their opposition is “based 
in ideology and mythology, 
not in facts, evidence, or the 
consequences of our continuing failure to 
accede to the treaty.” 

As we shall see, however, many of the 
“facts” cited by LOST supporters are not 
quite as factual as they would have us be- 
lieve; and the consequences of acceding 
to the treaty are far worse than the conse- 
quences of not doing so. 


Socialism on the High Seas 
LOST, wrote Jeremy Rabkin of the Com- 
petitive Enterprise Institute, “was largely 
drafted in the late 1970s, a period in which 
the then-new Third World majority in the 
U.N. General Assembly sought to recast 
international law to impose vast transfers 
of wealth from affluent to less-developed 
nations.... In its basic framework and un- 
derlying premises, it is a monument to the 
failed socialist thinking of a bygone era.” 
One needn’t dig too far into LOST to 
see that Rabkin’s assertions are accurate. 
The treaty’s preamble declares that “the 
area of the seabed and ocean floor and the 
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subsoil thereof, beyond the limits of na- 
tional jurisdiction, as well as its resources, 
are the common heritage of mankind, the 
exploration and exploitation of which shall 
be carried out for the benefit of mankind 
as a whole, irrespective of the geographi- 
cal location of States.” 

“The notion that the oceans or space are 
the ‘common heritage of mankind’ was — 
and is — a dramatic departure from tra- 
ditional Western conceptions of private 
property,” Jeane Kirkpatrick, President 
Ronald Reagan’s UN Ambassador at the 
time LOST was completed (1982), told 
the Senate Armed Services Committee in 
1994. “Most members at upper levels of 
the Reagan Administration were reluctant 
to put our foot on that slippery slope.” 

The Reagan administration also op- 
posed LOST ratification for other reasons, 
such as the treaty’s dubious constitutional- 
ity and its potential erosion of U.S. sov- 
ereignty. As a result, though 161 other 
countries and the European Union have 
ratified the pact, the United States remains 
the most significant holdout — and with 
good reason. 

LOST, Kirkpatrick told the committee, 


establishes a sweeping claim of ju- 
risdiction over the seabed and all its 
mineral wealth. It creates an Inter- 
national Seabed Authority in which 
it vests control of two thirds of the 


An abyss: One reason that Ronald Reagan and his UN Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick were against 
ratifying LOST was, as Reagan said, “The deep seabed mining part of the convention does not meet 
United States objectives.” Changes to the treaty since then have actually made the treaty worse. 
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Infamous fleet: The Law of the Sea Treaty has been heavily promoted by some U.S. sports fishing 
and environmental groups as a way to stop overfishing, but China, a signatory to the treaty, 
regularly fishes in the waters of poor African nations, depleting them, with no repercussions. 


Earth’s surface. Under the LOS Trea- 
ty the power of the Seabed Author- 
ity would be vested in an Assembly 
made up of all participating states and 
an Executive Council of 36 members 
elected by the Assembly to represent 
investors, consumers, exporters of 
affected minerals, developing states, 
and all the geographical areas of the 
world. The formula for representa- 
tion guaranteed that the industrial- 
ized “producer” countries would be a 
permanent minority. And they would 
have a majority of obligations. Most 
importantly, votes of the Assembly 
would be on the basis of one vote/ 
one country, with a two-thirds major- 
ity binding on all parties. 


The UN itself admitted how radical LOST 
is in a document celebrating the 25th an- 
niversary of the treaty’s completion: 


The United Nations Convention on 
the Law of the Sea ... is perhaps 
one of the most significant but less 
recognized 20th century accomplish- 
ments in the arena of international 
law.... Its scope is vast: it covers all 
ocean space, with all its uses, includ- 
ing navigation and overflight; all uses 
of all its resources, living and non- 
living, on the high seas, on the ocean 
floor and beneath, on the continental 
shelf and in the territorial seas; the 
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protection of the marine environ- 
ment; and basic law and order.... The 
Convention is widely recognized by 
the international community as the 
legal framework within which all 
activities in the oceans and the seas 
must be carried out. 


LOST, therefore, is clearly not some bland 
international agreement on navigational 
rights and deep-sea mining rules but an at- 
tempt by the UN to assume control “over 
everything, over, on, in, and under the 
oceans and seas of the world,” in the words 
of Larry Greenley, director of missions for 
The John Birch Society. Yet according to 
pro-LOST forces, the treaty’s critics, not 
its proponents, are the real radicals! 


Sovereignty at Stake 

What are the critics saying? For one thing, 
they are extremely concerned that LOST 
would jeopardize U.S. sovereignty, sub- 
ordinating America to the will of all the 
other parties to the treaty, many of which 
are governed by corrupt, anti-American 
regimes. 

LOST supporters claim that this fear 
is unfounded because the United States 
has been granted a “permanent veto” over 
the actions of the International Seabed 
Authority (ISA) much like the one it pos- 
sesses over the actions of the UN Security 
Council. 

Greenley called this assertion an “exag- 


geration,” and he would certainly appear 
to be correct. First of all, this so-called 
veto only applies to the distribution of roy- 
alties from undersea mining and drilling 
under Article 82 of the treaty. Second, the 
ISA Assembly makes all decisions regard- 
ing the disposition of such revenue; and 
there the United States, while footing one- 
fourth of the ISA’s budget, would have 
just one vote out of 163. According to the 
Heritage Foundation’s Steven Groves: 


Some UNCLOS proponents maintain 
that the United States, if it joined the 
convention, would have a “veto” 
over such decisions because the U.S. 
would hold a permanent seat on the 
36-member Council, which is the 
executive organ of the Authority. In 
fact, UNCLOS empowers the Coun- 
cil only to make recommendations to 
the Assembly on the disposition of 
Article 82 revenue, which the Assem- 
bly may approve or disapprove. Any 
Council recommendation that is dis- 
approved by the Assembly is returned 
to the Council “for reconsideration in 
the light of the views expressed by 
the Assembly.” Therefore, in function 
and form, the Assembly makes final 
determinations regarding the disposi- 
tion of Article 82 revenue... 

By virtue of its seat on the Coun- 
cil, the United States might be able to 
hinder decisions to distribute Article 
82 revenue for purposes to which it 
objects. Whether the United States 
would be steadfast in its objections 
to such distributions and whether the 
Assembly would make any such dis- 
tributions without the consent of the 
Council are open questions. 


Of course, even if the United States did, 
in fact, possess precisely the same kind of 
veto in the ISA that it does in the Secu- 
rity Council, it would, Greenley remarked, 
offer “scant comfort when our U.S. Exec- 
utive Branch usually sides more with the 
interests of the UN than with the national 
interests of the United States.” 

LOST contains provisions establishing 
“institutions with executive and judicial 
powers that in some instances are com- 
pulsory,” William J. Middendorf II, former 
Secretary of the Navy and former Ambas- 
sador to the Netherlands and the Organi- 
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zation of American States, told the Sen- 
ate Armed Services Committee in 1994. 
By putting the entire marine area under 
the thumb of the ISA, Middendorf said, 
the treaty grants “executive powers to the 
authority that supersed[e] the sovereign 
power of the participating states.” 

“Of even greater concern,” Middendorf 
continued, “Part XV of the Convention 
establishes dispute settlement procedures 
that are quasi-judicial and mandatory. 
Once drawn into this dispute settlement 
process, it will be very difficult for the 
USS. [to] extricate itself from it.” 

How might these powers be used to 
thwart American interests? The possi- 
bilities are endless, but LOST opponents 
have cited several ways in which the treaty 
could threaten the United States. 

First, they suggest that the other parties 
to LOST could well interpret the treaty in 
such a way as to interfere with U.S. mili- 
tary and intelligence activities. 

A 2007 Heritage Foundation Web- 
Memo stated that under LOST, “the U.S. 
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would sign away its ability 
to collect intelligence vital 
for American security within 
the ‘territorial waters’ of any 
other country.” “Further- 
more,” continued the Web- 
Memo, “U.S. submarines 
would be required to travel 
on the surface and show their 
flags while sailing within ter- 
ritorial waters.” 

LOST also creates the In- 
ternational Tribunal for the 
Law of the Sea (ITLOS), whose job it 
is to adjudicate disputes between parties 
to the treaty. If, having joined LOST, the 
United States were to board and seize a 
ship on the high seas under the belief that 
it was being used to stage a terrorist attack 
against American interests, the state under 
whose flag the ship was sailing could ap- 
peal to ITLOS. 

ITLOS might or might not choose to ad- 
judicate the dispute. The language in the 
treaty purportedly exempts military activi- 
ties from ITLOS’s compulsory arbitration 
process; but it is vague enough, says Rab- 
kin, that “the only thing certain is that it 
will be up to ITLOS to decide how far it 
wants to intrude into U.S. naval strategy.” 

U.S. participation in LOST would also 
narrow Washington’s options for adjudi- 
cating disputes over seizures of U.S. ships. 
A LOST party that seized an American 
ship could demand that ITLOS settle the 
dispute, leaving the United States essen- 
tially powerless to settle it in any other 
way, even if ITLOS ruled against America. 


The External Revenue Service 

Second, say LOST critics, the treaty gives 
the ISA the authority to collect taxes on 
a global scale. Clinton hotly denied this, 
telling the Foreign Relations Committee, 
“There are no taxes on any individuals, 
corporations, or anyone else under the 
Convention.” 

The Secretary’s claim is true in the 
same sense that her husband’s assertion 
that he “did not have sexual relations with 
that woman” was true, i.e., only by defin- 
ing the term as narrowly as possible. 

The ISA is authorized to collect royal- 
ties from oil and gas exploration on a na- 
tion’s continental shelf beyond 200 miles 
from shore. In the case of the United 
States, those royalties currently go the 
U.S. Treasury; under LOST, a portion of 
them would be forfeited to the ISA. “‘Start- 
ing in the 12th year of production, about % 
of the revenue that would otherwise go to 
the U.S. Treasury would instead be sent to 
the authority,” according to Groves. That 
could amount to “billions, if not trillions 
of dollars,” the U.S. Extended Continental 
Shelf Task Force estimated. 

Deep seabed mining in international 
waters also generates revenue for the ISA 
and another UN entity known as the En- 
terprise. A LOST party-based company 
wishing to explore a particular site for 
minerals must pay the ISA $250,000 for 
the privilege — and then hope that the 
Council approves its application. Further- 
more, it must tell the ISA of a second, sim- 
ilar location that also has profit potential. 
The authority will then decide which site 


Hide no more: U.S. submarines, under the Law of the Sea Treaty, 
would be required to travel on the surface in territorial waters. 
Since a submarine’s best defense is to remain hidden, the 


treaty will inhibit military mobility, 
unless the law is flouted. 


to exploit for itself and which one to let 
the private company mine. The company 
will have to pay a hefty annual fee to con- 
tinue mining and share its profits with the 
Enterprise. 

This all amounts to a forcible taking of 
wealth from producers the world over — 
which is to say it is a global tax. 

And what does the ISA do with all 
these simoleons? It redistributes them to 
“developing” countries. After that, wrote 
Groves, 


UNCLOS is silent on how UNCLOS 
nations that receive Article 82 royalty 
revenue should spend it. UNCLOS 
does not require recipient nations to 
spend the revenue on anything relat- 
ed to the oceans or the maritime en- 
vironment. Nor does it require them 
to spend the revenue on humanitar- 
ian or development projects, even 
though most, if not all, of the eligible 
recipients are supposed to be poor, 
developing countries. Recipients are 
apparently free to spend the funds 
on military expenditures or simply 
deposit them into the personal bank 
accounts of national leaders. 


In addition to the revenue it will generate, 
the ISA’s permit process has come under 
fire for its provisions regarding trade se- 
crets and intellectual property. A com- 
pany obtaining permission from the ISA 
to mine the ocean floor could be forced 
to turn over its new technologies to the 
Enterprise for a pittance, whereupon the 
technology could be shared with all other 
parties to LOST. 

This also has national-security implica- 
tions. While technology that is strictly for 
military use is exempted from this provi- 
sion, everything else is fair game. Thus, 
if the United States were to ratify LOST, 
technology that has military as well as 
commercial applications could be extract- 
ed from an American company and turned 
over to an anti-American regime. 

If America’s enemies can’t get our sen- 
sitive technologies through the permit 
process, they may instead be able to get 
it by taking the United States to ITLOS 
on some flimsy pretext, notes the Heritage 
WebMemo: 


The convention requires states to 
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Checkmate? If the United States ratifies the Law of the Sea Treaty, not only will dictatorships, 
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such as Cuba, where government control causes poverty and dramatic inequality, be able to enact 
anti-U.S. measures, U.S. corporations will actually be taxed to give money to those governments. 


transfer information and perhaps 
technology to mandatory dispute res- 
olution tribunals. Under the conven- 
tion, parties to a dispute are required 
to provide a resolution tribunal with 
“all relevant documents, facilities 
and information.” This amounts to a 
blanket invitation for unscrupulous 
foreign competitors to bring the U.S. 
and American companies before a tri- 
bunal for the sole purpose of obtain- 
ing sensitive data and technologies 
that would otherwise be unavailable 
to them. 


Critics have also warned that U.S. acces- 
sion to LOST will open a “back door” for 
radical environmentalists to impose their 
agenda on America. LOST, says the Web- 
Memo, 


states that convention participants 
must “take ... all measures consistent 
with this Convention that are neces- 
sary to prevent, reduce, and control 
pollution of the marine environment 
from any source,” (Article 194). This 
provision goes on to require that such 
measures address “all sources of pol- 
lution of the marine environment 

. including those from land-based 
sources, from or through the atmo- 
sphere, or by dumping....” Signato- 


ries are also required to “adopt laws 
and regulations to prevent, reduce 
and control pollution of the marine 
environment from or through the at- 
mosphere.” (Article 212). 


That essentially grants the UN control over 
the environmental laws of every country 
that signs the treaty — a fact not lost on 
environmental activists, some of whom 
have already signaled that if the United 
States ratifies LOST they intend to use the 
convention to force America to comply 
with the Kyoto Protocol even though the 
Senate has never ratified that accord. 

LOST also presents a constitutional 
conundrum. The Constitution requires the 
Senate, by a two-thirds vote, to ratify a 
treaty for the United States to become a 
party to it. However, the ISA Assembly, 
also by a two-thirds vote, can modify the 
terms of the treaty at any time. This, Kirk- 
patrick pointed out, makes LOST “an open 
ended commitment,” which is certainly 
contrary to the spirit, if not the letter, of 
America’s supreme law. 


Bogus Benefits 
U.S. accession to LOST, then, will have 
a significant number of negative conse- 
quences. But what about the treaty’s al- 
leged benefits? 

LOST backers claim the treaty will se- 
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A loaded agreement: LOST would give the UN and its surrogate organizations the power to regulate 
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anything on, in, over, and under the seas. Since the treaty can evolve over time without U.S. consent, 
the treaty is a grant of legislative power — the power to draft laws that override the U.S. Congress. 


cure certain navigational rights for U.S. 
military and commercial shipping. How- 
ever, the United States already enjoys 
such rights as a matter of customary inter- 
national law. Moreover, America has for 
decades been a party to the International 
Maritime Organization, which establishes 
international laws with regard to shipping. 
Thus, to the extent LOST codifies naviga- 
tional rights, it is redundant. 

The treaty’s fans also argue that it will 
secure U.S. rights to extract natural re- 
sources from its continental shelf. As with 
navigational rights, the United States al- 
ready exercises sovereignty over its con- 
tinental shelf to a distance of 200 miles 
from shore; and other countries, after ini- 
tially contesting the U.S. claim, adopted 
the policy themselves. America could 
similarly claim rights over its continental 
shelf beyond 200 miles and work out its 
differences with the individual nations af- 
fected by such a claim. By ratifying LOST, 
however, it cedes such authority to the ISA 
and, in addition, is forced to surrender half 
the royalties earned from mining and drill- 
ing in the extended continental shelf. 

Although LOST supporters say U.S. 
accession to the treaty is necessary for 
American companies and their investors to 
feel confident that their claims to deep sea- 
bed mining sites will be recognized inter- 
nationally, Rabkin observed, “It remains 
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a fair question whether a complex U.N. 
regulatory bureaucracy — especially one 
that counts international wealth redistribu- 
tion as one of its functions — is a reassur- 
ing presence for investors.” Knowing that 
the seemingly profitable site in which they 
are considering investing stands a good 
chance of being stolen by the Enterprise 
and that any profits generated from the site 
the company is allowed to mine — not to 
mention any new technologies employed 
— may be similarly confiscated, why 
would investors take such a risk? 

As to the United States’ using LOST 
to challenge aggressive behavior by Iran 
(in the Strait of Hormuz) and China (in 
the South China Sea), it should be noted 
that those countries are already parties 
to LOST yet have proceeded with their 
aggressive behavior just the same. Why 
anyone thinks that American participation 
in LOST would somehow deter them is a 
mystery. 


All Is Not LOST 

Although the Obama 
administration is 
putting on the drive 
to get the Senate to 
ratify LOST, its suc- 
cess is by no means 
certain. The House 


of Representatives Freefoms 


Be LOST at Sea? 


recently voted to deny the administra- 
tion millions of dollars in funding for 
LOST organizations, which suggests that 
the anti-LOST movement is strong and 
well-organized. Kerry has said he will not 
bring the treaty up for a vote before the 
November election because, according to 
The Hill, “some lawmakers ‘on and off the 
committee’ have candidly told him they’d 
“be more comfortable’ if they could avoid 
having to cast the controversial vote dur- 
ing the campaign season” — another indi- 
cation that the treaty is widely unpopular. 

Kerry will likely try to get LOST 
through the Senate during the lame-duck 
session after the election. That may not 
be easy: At least 27 Senators have signed 
a letter circulated by Sen. Jim DeMint 
(R-S.C.) stating that they will not vote to 
ratify LOST, and it only takes 34 Senators 
in opposition to sink its ratification. 

If the vote is delayed until the next 
President is inaugurated, it could end up 
being opposed from the White House, 
which would likely prevent ratification. 
Obama’s presumptive Republican oppo- 
nent, Mitt Romney, has signaled his un- 
ease with LOST; and while the Libertarian 
Party’s nominee, Gary Johnson, does not 
appear to have taken a stand on LOST, the 
party has in the past specifically praised 
U.S. refusal to join the accord. 

America, by rejecting LOST, cannot 
stop the UN from claiming control over 
the oceans. But, wrote Greenley, “U.S. rat- 
ification would provide that final stamp of 
legitimacy for the UN’s power grab over 
the oceans and seas and constitute a major 
step into world government.” 

The globalist elites are pushing hard 
for U.S. accession to LOST. Those con- 
cerned about U.S. sovereignty and fearful 
of transferring more power to unaccount- 
able international organizations will have 
to work just as hard to ensure that if and 
when the treaty finally does come up for 
a vote, the Senate has the guts to tell the 
globalists to get lost. Hi 
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Russian 


Historical revisionism is performed many different ways. One way is through the 
photographs that are chosen to represent an era, a culture, or a movement. 


by Warren Mass 


ccording to popular belief, com- 
munism in Russia died along 
with the old Soviet Union in De- 
cember 1991, when the Supreme Soviet 
formally dissolved itself. However, there 


Monday, April 22, 1996, 
Moscow, 126th anniversary 
of Lenin’s birth. AP Images 


have been several tip-offs to us that there 
is more than a little lingering sentiment 
in Russia to cling to the “good old days” 
— back in the USSR. One such “red flag” 
(pun intended) was the uncanny resem- 
blance of the Russian national anthem 
played during a November 7, 2011 pa- 
rade through Moscow’s Red Square to the 


Friday, April 20, 2012, 
Moscow. AP Images 


Woman 


anthem of the old Soviet Union, which 
we recall hearing while watching (on 
black-and-white TV) May Day parades 
during the rule of Soviet dictator Nikita 
Khrushchev. Sure enough, though the 
lyrics have been changed, the National 
Anthem of the Russian Federation re- 
tains the music of the old Soviet anthem, 


Monday, February 23, 2009, 
Moscow, Defenders of the 
» Fatherland Day. AP Images 


composed by Alexander Alexandrov. The 
Soviet anthem was restored in 2000 by 
Russian President Vladimir Putin, who 
was a lieutenant colonel in the infamous 
Soviet KGB until 1991. 

There are other indications that there is 
lingering, if illogical, nostalgia in Russia 
for the days of “Old Time Communism” 
and such iconic Soviet leaders as Lenin 
and Stalin. Or so the major news services 
would have us believe. 

A curious example of the Western news 
media’s portrayal of residual sympathy 
for the leaders of the Bolshevik Revolu- 
tion of 1917 and the Holodomor famine 
(sometimes called the Ukrainian Geno- 
cide) of 1932-33, respectively, is a series 
of news photos distributed by AP Images 
and Reuters. Each photo (shown here) 
depicts a grandmotherly looking woman, 
head covered by a babushka, holding up 


Tuesday, May 1, 2012, 
Moscow, Communist Party 
supporters rally to mark May 
Day. AP Images 


pictures of Lenin and Stalin, or a Soviet 
WWiIlI-era propaganda poster. 

The news services’ choice of these pho- 
tos raises some obvious questions, the first 
being: How was it that the news photog- 
raphers (AP alone credited four different 
photographers) just happened to pick this 
particular woman out of crowds of thou- 
sands — on at least five separate occasions 
from 1996 through 2012? 

We also should ask why support for the 
era of Soviet communism, a decades-long 
totalitarian nightmare responsible for the 
deaths of millions of people, is best rep- 
resented by a woman who looks like she 
spends her days making homemade piro- 
zhki and blini for her grandchildren. The 
obvious intent is to present a benign image 
that softens the harsh realities of Soviet 
communism. 

By helping to relegate the reality of 


Tuesday, February 23, 2010, 
Moscow, Defenders of the 
Fatherland Day. AP Images 


Soviet communism to the memory hole, 
AP and Reuters — at least in this instance 
— are serving the same historical revi- 
sionist function as the Ministry of Truth 
in Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four. Which 
makes one wonder if the news services 
in these instances are serving the West 
or Russia. (The names listed in the photo 
credits are mostly Russian.) It is likely 
that the photographers working in Rus- 
sia are under the scrutiny of the FSB (the 
successor to the old KGB) and earn their 
bonafides within the Russian system by 
serving the state as propagandists. 

It is nevertheless curious that the pho- 
tographers rely so heavily on one individ- 
ual, instead of providing a variety of poster 
grandmas for communism. Maybe it is dif- 
ficult, even using bribery and coercion, to 
find people in Russia who have pleasant 
memories of the old days. 


Tuesday, May 1, 2012, 
Moscow, Rally to celebrate 
International Workers’ Day. 
Newscom/Reuters 


112TH CONGRESS, VOTES 21-30 


A Congressional Scorecard Based on the U.S. Constitution 


Our third look at the 112th Congress 
shows how every Representative and Sen- 
ator voted on key issues such as raising 
the debt limit, the Export-Import Bank, 
and oil and gas development. 


in discretionary appropriations for fiscal 
2012, is comprised of nine appropria- 
tions bills for fiscal 2012 that Congress 
failed to complete separately — Defense 
($518.8 billion), Energy-Water ($32.1 bil- 
lion), Financial Services ($21.5 billion), 
Homeland Security ($41.3 billion), Inte- 
rior-Environment ($29.2 billion), Labor- 


HHS-Education ($156.3 billion), Legisla- 
tive Branch ($4.3 billion), State-Foreign 
Operations ($33.5 billion), and Military 
Construction-VA ($73.7 billion). 

The House adopted the final version of 
this legislation (known as a conference 
report) on December 16, 2011 by a vote 
of 296 to 121 (Roll Call 941). We have 


House Vote Descriptions 
21 Farm Dust Regulation Preven- 

tion Act. This legislation (H.R. 
1633) would prohibit the Environmental 
Protection Agency from “revising any na- 
tional ambient air quality standard appli- 
cable to coarse particulate matter” for one 
year. The intent behind the legislation is 
to temporarily block the EPA from impos- 
ing tougher coarse-particulates regulations 
that could restrict farm dust from agricul- 
tural and livestock operations. 

The House passed H.R. 1633 on De- 
cember 8, 2011 by a vote of 268 to 150 
(Roll Call 912). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas not only because of the harm 
regulation of farm dust would do to the 


agricultural sector, but also because the 
federal government has no constitutional 


authority to impose such regulations. 

2 Omnibus Appropriations. This 
catch-all legislative package (H.R. 

2055), which would provide $915 billion 


é 


UD 


Friends in high places: President Barack Obama signs the reauthorization of the Export-Import 
Bank, which provides loan guarantees and direct loans for risky foreign business deals. But back 
in 2008, then-Sen. Obama cited the Ex-Im bank as an example of a program that should be “cut 
back,” noting that it had become “little more than a fund for corporate welfare.” 


ABOUT THIS INDEX 


66 he Freedom Index: A Congressional Scorecard Based on 

the U.S. Constitution” rates Congressmen based on their 
adherence to constitutional principles of limited government, 
fiscal responsibility, national sovereignty, and a traditional for- 
eign policy of avoiding foreign entanglements. To learn how any 
Representative or Senator voted on the key measures described 
herein, look him or her up in the vote charts. 

The scores are derived by dividing a Congressman’s consti- 
tutional votes (pluses) by the total number he cast (pluses and 
minuses) and multiplying by 100. 

The average House score for this index (votes 21-30) is 47 
percent, and the average Senate score is 43 percent. Three Sena- 


tors — Mike Crapo and Jim Risch of Idaho, and John Cornyn of 
Texas — earned 100 percent, but no one in the House did. 

This is our third index for the 112th Congress. Our first index 
(votes 1-10) appeared in our August 8, 2011 issue, and our sec- 
ond index (votes 11-20) appeared in our January 9, 2012 issue. 
We encourage readers to examine how their own Congressmen 
voted on each of the 10 key measures, as well as overall. We 
also encourage readers to commend legislators for their con- 
stitutional votes and to urge improvement where needed. To 
contact your own Representative and Senators about key issues, 
go to JBS.org, click on “Act Now,” then click on “Fed. Legis. 
Action Alerts.” 
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Freedom Index 


House Vote Scores 


Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 
ALABAMA 33 Bass, K. (D ) 20% - - - - = - + = - + 13% 
1 Bonner (R) 60% + - + + + + - - + - 67% | 34 Roybal-Allard(D) 30% - - - + - So #6 2 = & Dae 
2 Roby (R) GO do deo + - - + - 67% | 35 Waters (D) 40% - + - + - - = - + © 34% 
3 Rogers, MikeD.(R) 67% + - + + + + - - + 2? 69% 36 Hahn (D ) AVY, 2 & 2 # = oe to oo = dh BM 
4 Aderholt (R ) G5 4: = 4 4 ak + - = + - 70% 37 Richardson (D ) 40% - + - + - - + = = + 33% 
5 Brooks (R ) 70% + + + - + + + - + - 83% | 38 Napolitano (D) Bh = 2 = he > & = 2 & Fis 
6 Bachus, S. (R ) 50% + - + + + 2? - - 2? - 64% | 39 Sanchez,Linda(D) 30% - - - + - - + - = + 21% 
7 Sewell (D ) 30% + - - + - a 20% 40 Royce (R) 70% + + + - + + - + + - 77% 
ALASKA 41 Lewis, Jerry (R ) 60% + - + + + + - = + = 66% 
AL Young, D. (R) Gy # = £ # a + - - + - 70% | 42 Miller, Gary (R ) C/o cr Sc ee? 
43, Baca (D ) 40% + - - + - - + = = + 25% 
ARIZONA 5 44 Calvert (R ) (5 = 2 Sos s & = (67% 
1 Gosar (R) i) t+ - + - + + ode pe 7% 45° Boab Mack (R) Me ee ge ok >. . e 56% 
2 Franks, T. (R) is a ay se rs no 46 Rohrabacher(R) 70% + - + - + Boo oh 
; le hal om a i 47 Sanchez, Loretta(D) 38% + - - + 2?  - + - = 2 19% 
: : 5 48 Campbell (R ) 43% 2? + 2? - ? Hoe 6 dd « 73% 
5 Schweikert (R ) 80% + + + - + + + + + - 87% 49. Issa (R) 50% + - + - 4 bee ee GBM 
6 Flake (R) WS ee so eR Hos & 2 AY ; a 5 
= " : 50 Bilbray (R ) 40% + - + - = t+ - - + - 47% 
7 Grijalva (D ) 40% - + - + - - + = = + 33% 51 Filner (D ) 3% - 2? 2 4 - - 2229 14% 
Savacany 52 Hunter (R) 70% + - + + + + - + + - 77% 
ARKANSAS 53 Davis, S. (D ) 30% - - - + - ee ee 
1 Crawford (R) zu t+ o- + = + a eh COLORADO 
ap Sai) ee) (ae nee 
3 Womack (R ) 60% + - + + + + - - + - 63% 2 Polis (D ) 30% - + - -- a ae 
Le) 10, 2 i 
4 Ross, M. (D) TE SEE a 3, Tipton (R) OM db ch + fo Be 
CALIFORNIA 4 Gardner (R ) 70% + + + - + + - + + - 76% 
1 Thompson,M.(D) 30% - + - + - - = = = + 13% 5 Lamborn (R ) Wa 6 & & es & Pe ea a 
2 Herger (R ) 67% + 2? + - + st a 2220 6 Coffman (R ) 70% + + + - + +o - + + - = 73% 
3 Lungren (R ) 50% + - + - + t+ - = + = 60% 7 Perlmutter (D ) Rh = = = = = 2 = 5 = & DONS 
4 Beclintocks (R) ae + + + - + + + t+ Ft + an CONNECTICUT 
5 Matsui (D ) SO | i satan, 30% - - - + =: + 23% 
6 Woolsey (D ) 40% - + - + - - + = = + 33% Tne an eS Se ae 
7 Miller, George(D) 22% ? - - - - - Foe e+ ls 3 DeLauro (D) 30% - - - + - ee ek 209% 
; a ae EE ree a 4 Himes (D ) ia en ne 
QO = - - ¢ 7 - ) 0 9 
10 Garamendi (D ) 20% + - - - = - = = = + 14% A Macphee eD) ee ae S 2 aS es ae 
11 McNerney (D ) 30% - - - + = - + - - + 23% | DELAWARE 
12 Speier (D) Mh = WP & = - + - - 2? 20% | AL Carney (D) LO ee a eee 
13 Stark (D ) 40% - + - + - - + = = + 33% FLORIDA 
14 Eshoo (D ) 20% - - - - = - + - = + 10% 1 Miller, J. (R) 50% + - + - = +o - + + - 72% 
15 Honda (D ) 30% - - - + - - + - = + 23% 2 Southerland (R ) 60% + + + - - + - + + - 80% 
16 Lofgren (D ) 40% - + - + - - + - = + 24% 3 Brown, C. (D ) 38% - - 2? + - 2 + - = + 19% 
17 Farr (D) 33% - - 2 + | - + = = + 24% 4 Crenshaw (R ) 60% + - + + + + - - + - 63% 
18 Cardoza (D ) 29% + 7 2? - - + - - = ? 27% 5 Nugent (R ) 40% + - + - - + - - + = 70% 
19 Denham (R ) 50% + - + - + + - - + - 67% 6 Stearns (R ) (i 6 2 2 = & Bos £& s = Ny 
20 Costa (D ) 20% + - - - + - = = = = 17% 7 Mica (R) 50% + - + - + + - - + - 67% 
21 Nunes (R) 50% + - + - + + - - + - 67% 8 Webster (R ) BO se = oe eos ge ob = (HIM 
22 McCarthy, K. (R ) 50% + - + - + + - = + = 63% 9 Bilirakis (R ) 40% + - + - - t+ - - + - 61% 
23 Capps (D ) 20% - - - = = - + - - + 13% | 10 Young, C.W. (R) Gi 8 2 A & e Se so & 5 6% 
24 Gallegly (R ) 50% + - + - + + - - + - 63% | 11 Castor (D) 138% ? - - - - ? = = = + 12% 
25 McKeon (R ) 50% + - + - + + - - + - 62% 12 Ross, D. (R) Hs 2 Be sw % oo & co ERMA 
26 Dreier (R ) AMS do = © ab + - - + = 53% 13 Buchanan (R) 40% + - + - - t+ - - + - 66% 
27 Sherman (D ) 20% - - - - = - + - - + 17% 14 Mack (R) (G7  & 4 = ode dks LYON 
28 Berman (D ) 30% - - - + - - + - - + 10% 15 Posey (R) 70% + + + - + - + + + - 87% 
29 Schiff (D ) 30% - - - + = - + = = + 13% 16 Rooney (R) 70% + - + + + + - + + - 73% 
30 Waxman (D ) 40% - + - + - se do os = sf RE 17 Wilson, E (D ) 22% - - - = = - + - 2? + 11% 
31 Becerra (D ) 30% - - - + = - + - = + 17% 18 Ros-Lehtinen(R) 40% + - + - - t+ - = + - 57% 
32 Chu (D) 30% - - - + - - + - - + 20% 19 Deutch (D ) 30% - - - + - - + = = + 14% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Rep. did not vote; a “P” 
means he voted “present.” Ifa Rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 20, 22, and 24. 
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assigned pluses to the nays because many 
of the bill’s spending programs — e.g., 
education, housing, foreign aid, etc. — 
are unconstitutional. Moreover, passing 
this mammoth appropriations bill in light 
of the ongoing trillion-dollar annual defi- 
cits is grossly fiscally irresponsible. Fur- 
thermore, packaging the appropriations 
bills for so many large federal agencies 
into one mega-bill greatly reduces the ac- 
countability of the Congressmen to their 


constituents. 
2 Debt Limit Disapproval. The 
debt deal passed by Congress in 
August 2011 immediately raised the na- 
tional debt limit by $400 billion, while 
also allowing the President to raise the 
ceiling by an additional $500 billion 
unless a resolution of disapproval is 
enacted. Should these increases in bor- 
rowing authority prove insufficient, the 
debt deal even allowed the President to 
raise the debt ceiling by another $1.2 to 
$1.5 trillion subject to a resolution of 
disapproval. 

Last year, President Obama requested 
the additional $500 billion debt-limit in- 
crease, and Congress failed to block the 
request. Though the resolution of disap- 
proval was passed by the House, it was 
rejected by the Senate. 

This year, Obama requested raising the 
debt ceiling an additional $1.2 trillion, and 
the House tried to block the increase via 
a resolution of disapproval (House Joint 
Resolution 98). The House passed H. J. 
Res. 98 on January 18, 2012 by a vote of 
239 to 176 (Roll Call 4). We have assigned 
pluses to the yeas because the federal gov- 
ernment should live within its means and 
because most of the spending responsible 
for the ballooning national debt is uncon- 
stitutional. 

H. J. Res. 98 died in the Senate (see Sen- 
ate vote #22), and the debt limit was raised 
another $1.2 trillion, to $16.4 trillion. 

2 Line-item Veto. This bill (H.R. 

3521) would allow the President to 
rescind all or part of any dollar amount of 
funding for discretionary spending items 
in enacted appropriations bills. Although 
both houses of Congress would have to ap- 
prove any such rescissions, they would be 
forced to do so very quickly by the bill’s 
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Paying attention to Americans: The National Defense Authorization Act allows Americans who 
are accused of being terrorists to be held indefinitely without trial. Is this a view you appreciate? 


expedited procedures, including a prohibi- 
tion on amendments in both Houses and 
filibusters in the Senate. 

This bill dramatically and unilater- 
ally enhances the power of the executive 
branch. Note that Article I, Section 1 and 
Article I, Section 7, Clauses 2 and 3, of 
the U.S. Constitution vest Congress with 
all legislative powers. Any bill that shifts 
legislative power away from Congress and 
to the President is violating the constitu- 
tionally defined separation of powers for 
the legislative and executive branches. 
A similar line-item veto law was passed 
when Clinton was President. That one 
was found to be unconstitutional by the 
Supreme Court. 

The House passed H.R. 3521 on Febru- 
ary 8, 2012 by a vote of 254 to 173 (Roll 
Call 46). We have assigned pluses to the 
nays because providing any form of line- 
item veto power to the President violates 
the Constitution’s separation of powers. 
2 Oil and Gas Development; Key- 

stone XL Pipeline. This bill (H.R. 
3408) would open up part of Alaska’s re- 
source-rich Arctic National Wildlife Ref- 
uge to oil and gas development. It would 
also expand lease sales for drilling to in- 
clude areas off the Southern California 
and mid-Atlantic coasts and in the Gulf 
of Mexico. And it would provide for ap- 


proval of the Keystone XL oil pipeline, 
assigning the permitting authority to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
and deeming the project approved if the 
FERC fails to act. 

The House passed H.R. 3408 on Feb- 
ruary 16, 2012 by a vote of 237 to 187 
(Roll Call 71). We have assigned pluses to 
the yeas because the federal government 
should allow entrepreneurs to develop en- 
ergy resources, rather than deny access to 
the resources. 


2 IPAB (Death Panel) Repeal. 

This legislation (H.R. 5) would 
repeal the provisions of the 2010 Obama- 
Care healthcare overhaul laws that estab- 
lished the Independent Payment Advisory 
Board (IPAB) responsible for curbing 
Medicare costs. It would restore previ- 
ous law provisions to maintain the cur- 
rent Medicare spending review process. 
This bill is important because it would re- 
peal the high-profile IPAB “death panel” 
provision of the unconstitutional Obama- 
Care law. 

The IPAB Board would be made up 
of 15 unelected members chosen by the 
President. According to Tony Perkins of 
the Family Research Council, the IPAB 
“could deny payment for certain care or 
medications, change the service options 
doctors have, and drive expensive, life- 
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Freedom Index 


Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 
20 Wasserman Schultz (D)30% - - - + - - + = = + 10% KANSAS 
21 Diaz-Balart (R ) 33% 2? - + - = ee ee ee 57% 1 Huelskamp (R ) GO de eo gh ok LOM 
22 West, A. (R) 50% + - + - = +o - + + - 73% 2 Jenkins (R ) 60% + - + - + t+ - + + - 73% 
23 Hastings, A. (D ) 30% - - - + = - + = - + 27% 3 Yoder (R ) 50% + - + - + + - + - 70% 
24 Adams (R ) Gs 2 # 4 = + - + + - 77% 4 Pompeo (R) 60% + - + - + + - + + - 72% 
25. Rivera (R) 50% + + + - = + - = + - 63% | KENTUCKY 
GEORGIA 1 Whitfield (R ) (Gy ob = 2 4 & + - - + = 69% 
1 Kingston (R ) GS 4 2 4 = dk bos dbo 77% 2 Guthrie (R ) 56% + 2? + - + t+ - - + - 68% 
2 Bishop, S. (D ) 30% + - - + + - ee ee 32% 3 Yarmuth (D ) 30% - - - + - - + = = + 25% 
3 Westmoreland, L.(R) 70% + + + - + + - + + - 83% 4 Davis, G. (R) 63% + 2? + - + + 2? - + - 75% 
4 Johnson, H. (D ) 30% - - - + - - + - - + 17% 5 Rogers, H. (R) (G5 2 2 ow 4 Boe = & = (H0% 
5 Lewis, John (D ) 40% - + - + - oe toe 2 BE 6 Chandler (D ) 10% + - - - - - ee ee 17% 
6 Price, T. (R) 60% + - + - + + 7 + + - 77% LOUISIANA 
7 Woodall (R ) 56% + - + - + 2 - + + - 72% 1 Scalise (R ) Qo 6 mo 5 fe Fae ane eee G908 
8 Scott, A. (R) 70% + - + + + + - + + - 83% 2 Richmond (D ) 40% - - - + + - bt ee te 17% 
9 Graves, T. (R ) 70% + + + - + + - + + - 87% 3 Landry, J. (R) ego ee es fy as oO. 
10 Broun (R) 89% + + + + + po- + + + 93% 4 Fleming (R ) 80% + + + - + + + + + - 83% 
11 Gingrey (R) WS sp ap ae sa 2S Sh a aN 5 Alexander,R.(R) 60% + - + + + + - - + = 63% 
12 Barrow (D ) 40% + - + - + a a ea 6 Cassidy (R ) 63% + 2? + 2? + t+ - = + = 71% 
13. Scott, D. (D) 25/0 ies eee ee Se ae 70 7 Boustany (R ) 70% + + + + + + - - + - 76% 
HAWAII MAINE 
1 Hanabusa (D ) 20% - - = + - - so t 1T% 1 Pingree (D ) 40% - + - + - - + = = + 33% 
2 Hirono (D ) 22% - - - + = - FP = = + 18% 2 Michaud (D ) DI) eee eae oS Sosa cout 
IDAHO MARYLAND 
1 Labrador (R ) 90% + + + + + t+ - + + + 93% 1 Harris (R) 30% # + + + + + - + + = 87% 
2 Simpson (R ) 67% + - 2? + + + + - + - 69% 2 Ruppersberger(D) 0% - - - - - eee ee 7% 
ILLINOIS 3 Sarbanes (D ) 30% - - - + - - + = = + 20% 
1 Rush (D) 30% - - - + = - + = = + 24% 4 Edwards (D ) 30% - - - + - - + - - + 20% 
2 Jackson, J. (D ) A RP 2» = & = ae ne a? 696 5 Hoyer (D ) 30% - - - + - - + - - + 10% 
3 Lipinski (D ) 10% - - - + - - = = = = 17% 6 Bartlett (R) 67% + + 2? - + + - - + + 79% 
4 Gutierrez (D ) 38% - 2? - + - 2 + = - + 25% 7 Cummings (D ) 30% - - - + - - + - = + 20% 
5 Quigley (D ) 30% - + - = = - + - = + 20% 8 Van Hollen (D ) 20% - - - = = - + = - + 10% 
6 Roskam (R) 50% + - + - + ae OOS a 66% MASSACHUSETTS 
7 Davis, D. (D ) 38% 2? - - + = 2 21% 1 Olver (D) 30% - - - + - « ART @& =. & 19% 
8 Walsh (R ) 78% + + 2? + + + + - + - 86% 2 Neal (D) PY mera Cate esas a an 
9 Schakowsky (D ) 40% - + - + - - + - - + 27% 3, McGovern (D ) 30% - - - + = - bt - + t (27% 
10 Dold (R) 0a ane one | Ree Ms = b 2 b= a ee 
11 Kinzinger (R ) 56% + + + - + 2? = = + = 66% 5 Tsongas (D ) 20% - - - - - - + - - + 10% 
12 Costello (D ) 33% + + - = = = he ea oe oe 45% 6 Tierney (D ) 30) 2 fe es 8 9 Sane 
13 Biggert (R ) 40% + - + - + + - = = = 48% 7 Markey (D ) 40% - + - + - Boke = an 79% 
14 Hultgren (R ) 60% + + + - + +o - = + - 77% 8 Capuano (D ) 0 ee ee Been nes 
15 Johnson, Timothy (R)60% + - + - - - + + + + 83% 9 Iynch (D ) 30% - - = + en tise + 21% 
16 Manzullo (R ) 56% + + + - + ? + - + = 79% | 10 Keating (D) 30% -  - Tiana Ses 293% 
17 Schilling (R) 60% + + + - + t+ - = + - 70% 
18 Schock (R) ry | MICHIGAN 
19 Shimkus (R) 60% + - + - + toe et k O6% 1 Benishek (R) 50% + - + - + + - - + - 70% 
2 Huizenga (R ) 70% + + + - + + + + - 80% 
INDIANA 3 Amash (R ) 90% + + + + + - + + + + 93% 
1 Visclosky (D ) 30% - - - + - - + - = + 27% 4 Camp (R) A ow es ke es) Beers Ge assws 
2 Donnelly (D ) 25% + - = = + - - ? 2 - 29% 5 Kildee (D ) 30% - - - + - e aa aoa 17% 
3 Stutzman (R ) 70% + + + - + + - + + - 83% 6 Upton (R) iy #8 2 _ 5 8 ae sen ure ole a aata pt": 
4 Rokita (R ) 60% 4 = 4. + ¢ $k t+ = __//% 7 Walberg (R) 70% + + + - + + - + + - 80% 
5 Burton (R ) Wis ess ses RE i MO) SUN es = eh 2 gk ee ee BR 
6 Pence (R) 67% + + + - + + - + - 68% 9 Peters (D) 20% - - - - - - + = = + 17% 
7 Carson (D ) 25a i 7 +t = = + 21% | 10 Miller, C. (R) 50% + - + - + + - = + - 73% 
8 Bucshon (R ) 67% + + + - + + PF - + - 72% | 41 McCotter (R ) 70% + + + - + + + - + = 76% 
9 Young, T. (R ) 60% + - + - + + - + + - 67% | 49 Levin, $. (D) Nive fae ele a ae 7% 
IOWA 13 Clarke (D ) 40% - + - + - - + - - + 30% 
1 Braley (D ) 40% + - - + - - + - - + 33% | 14 Conyers (D) Ae 2 2 2 ss = aoe = ep Me 
2 Loebsack (D ) 30% + - - - = - + - - + 23% 15 Dingell (D ) 30% - - - + - - + = = + 14% 
3 Boswell (D ) 30% + - - - + 2 + 27% | MINNESOTA 
4 Latham (R ) 50% + - + - + + - - + - 67% 1 Walz (D) WOE ie, (ep aa, SS LE = oh Se ce GEWs 
5 King, S. (R) 78% + + + + + 2 - + + - 79% 2 Kline, J. (R) 50% + - + - + + - = + = 63% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Rep. did not vote; a “P” 
means he voted “present.” Ifa Rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 20, 22, and 24. 
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Right to privacy? The Cyber Intelligence Sharing and Protection Act would allow the U.S. 
government to collect data about citizens from private companies without a warrant. Businesses 
that would participate in this sharing would be protected from lawsuits regarding this sharing of 
their customers’ private information with the government. 


saving treatments out. Instead of discuss- 
ing the options with your doctor, IPAB 
will be sitting at the controls in Washing- 
ton making health decisions for you.” 

The House passed H.R. 5 on March 
22, 2012 by a vote of 223 to 181 (Roll 
Call 126). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because the IPAB provi- 
sion of the ObamaCare law is clearly 
unconstitutional. 


2 Cyber Intelligence Sharing and 

Protection Act (CISPA). This 
bill (H.R. 3523) would foster informa- 
tion sharing about cyber threats between 
the federal government and private busi- 
nesses. Businesses that would participate 
in this sharing would be protected from 
lawsuits regarding this sharing of their 
customers’ private information with the 
government. According to Violet Blue in 
an article posted on ZDNet.com on June 
8, “Most people familiar with CISPA be- 
lieve it will wipe out decades of consum- 
er privacy protections and is primarily to 
give the US government unprecedented 
access to individuals’ online data and 
communications.” 

The House passed H.R. 3523 on April 
26, 2012 by a vote of 248 to 168 (Roll 


Call 192). We have assigned pluses to 
the nays because the CISPA bill would 
permit government access to the private 
information of citizens, in violation of the 
Fourth Amendment “right of the people 
to be secure in their persons, houses, pa- 
pers, and effects, against unreasonable 
searches and seizures.” 


2 Export-Import Bank. This leg- 

islation (H.R. 2072) reauthorized 
the U.S. Export-Import Bank for two 
years and increased the agency’s lending 
cap from $100 billion to $140 billion. 
The bank issues loans and loan guaran- 
tees to foreign governments or companies 
for the purchase of U.S. products. 

The House passed H.R. 2072 on May 
9, 2012 by a vote of 330 to 93 (Roll Call 
224). We have assigned pluses to the nays 
because the federal government has no 
constitutional authority risking taxpay- 
ers’ money to provide loans and terms 
that the private sector considers too risky 
to provide. Indeed, U.S. government- 
backed export financing is a form of cor- 
porate welfare, and if the Ex-Im Bank 
goes bust (as happened to Freddie Mac 
and Fannie Mae), the taxpayers will get 
stuck holding the bag. 


2 National Ocean Policy. During 

consideration of the Commerce- 
Justice-Science appropriations bill (H.R. 
5326), Rep. Bill Flores (R-Texas) offered 
an amendment that would bar the use of 
funds in the bill to implement an executive 
order signed by President Obama in July 
2010 calling for a national ocean policy. 
According to a press release on May 9 
by the House Natural Resources Com- 
mittee, Rep. Flores stated: “The National 
Ocean Policy was formed without con- 
gressional authority and would be run by 
unaccountable and unelected Washington 
bureaucrats. These proposed policy guide- 
lines and processes have the potential to 
change the permitting criteria and require- 
ments for a large number of economic sec- 
tors.” Moreover, Obama’s National Ocean 
Policy explicitly calls for “pursuing the 
United States’ accession to the Law of the 
Sea Convention,” also known as the Law 
of the Sea Treaty (LOST). 

The House adopted Flores’ amendment 
on May 9, 2012 by a vote of 246 to 174 
(Roll Call 234). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because the Constitution does 
not empower the federal government to 
regulate the permitting criteria and other 
requirements of our nation’s various eco- 
nomic sectors. Furthermore, ratifying the 
Law of the Sea Treaty would legitimize 
the UN’s power grab over 70 percent of 
the Earth’s surface and constitute a huge 
loss of our national sovereignty. 


3 Indefinite Detention. Detainee- 

related language in the National 
Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 4310) 
is So sweeping that American citizens ac- 
cused of being terrorists can be detained 
by the U.S. military and held indefinitely 
without habeas corpus and without even 
being tried and found guilty in a court of 
law. 

Rep. Adam Smith (D-Wash.) offered an 
amendment to strike this language from 
the bill, but the House rejected Smith’s 
amendment on May 18, 2012 by a vote of 
182 to 238 (Roll Call 270). We have as- 
signed pluses to the yeas because the War 
on Terror must not be allowed to destroy 
constitutional legal protections, including 
the issuance of a warrant based on prob- 
able cause (Fourth Amendment) and the 
right to a trial (Sixth Amendment). 
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Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 
3 Paulsen (R ) 50% + - + - - + - + + - 70% 
4 McCollum (D ) 30% - - - + - - + = - + 21% 
5 Ellison (D ) 30% - + - + - a 23% 
6 Bachmann (R ) 50% 2? 2? + - + + - 2? 2? | 75% 
7 Peterson (D ) 50% + - - + + + - - + - 50% 
8 Cravaack (R ) 60% + + + - + + - = + = 70% 
MISSISSIPPI 
1 Nunnelee (R ) 78% + 27? + + + + - + + - 69% 
2 Thompson,B.(D) 44% + - - + - 2 + = = + 31% 
3, Harper (R ) 50% + - + - + + - + - 63% 
4 Palazzo (R ) 70% + - + + + + - + + - 70% 
MISSOURI 
1 Clay (D) 22% - = + + ££ = = 3 21% 
2 Akin (R ) 80% + + + - + + + + + - 90% 
3 Carnahan (D ) 20% - - - - = a ee 2 17% 
4 Hartzler (R ) 50% + - + - + + - - + - 67% 
5 Cleaver (D ) 44% - + - + ? - +t = = + 31% 
6 Graves, S. (R) 50% + - + - + + - - + - 66% 
7 Long (R) Rs db et Bos = t= (EM 
8 Emerson (R) 70% + - + + + + + - + - 73% 
9 Luetkemeyer (R ) SOM ee =e os 4 moos = a = (i 
MONTANA 
AL Rehberg (R ) 70% + - + - + + + - + + 77% 
NEBRASKA 
1 Fortenberry (R ) GI oe ee ak + - - + - 62% 
2 Terry (R) 50% + + + - + ee 73% 
3 Smith, Adrian(R) 50% + - + - + + - = + - 63% 
NEVADA 
1 Berkley (D ) 33% - - 2 + + - + 21% 
2 Amodei (R ) (IM 4h te ek Hos = tt PM 
3 Heck (R) 60% + - + - + + - + + - 67% 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
1 Guinta (R ) Gs 2 & Bo se # + - - + = 77% 
2 Bass, C. (R) 40% + - + - - t+ o- + - 52% 
NEW JERSEY 
1 Andrews (D ) 20% - - - - = a ee 2 14% 
2 LoBiondo (R ) 40% + - + - - + - - + - 63% 
3 Runyan (R ) SU ee Bos = + = (S0% 
4 Smith, C. (R) 40% + - + - - bos = + = 60% 
5 Garrett (R ) GO he ek - = + + - 77% 
6 Pallone (D ) 30% - - - + - - + - - + 20% 
7 Lance (R) 60% + - + - + + - + + - 60% 
8 Pascrell (D ) 22% - - =~ + = - + - - ? 10% 
9 Rothman (D ) 30% - - - + - - + - - + 10% 
10 Vacant 
11 Frelinghuysen(R) 40% + - + - - + - - + - 50% 
12 Holt (D) 30% - - - + = - + - = + 23% 
13 Sires (D ) 22% - -~ =~ + = = f= = & 14% 
NEW MEXICO 
1 Heinrich (D ) 22% - - 2? =~ = a a 2 17% 
2 Pearce (R) Gi 2 = & = # + + - + - 80% 
3, Lujan (D ) 30% - - - + - sb 2 = & 2M 
NEW YORK 
1 Bishop, T. (D ) AWS - = = + + 17% 
2 Israel (D ) 10% - - - - - a 10% 
3 King, P (R) 50% + - + - + + - = + - 60% 
4 McCarthy, C. (D ) 0% - - - - = - ee ee 3% 
5 Ackerman (D ) 33% - - - + - Po ee ot IGN 
6 Meeks, G. (D ) 30% - - - + - - + - = + 18% 
7 Crowley (D ) 30% - - - + - o dh oe 5 dh fh 
8 Nadler (D ) 33% 2 - - + - - + = = + 32% 
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Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 
9 Turner, B. (R) BSO% sb = so os & hos 2 dh ¢ 56% 
10 Towns (D ) 30% - + - + - - = = = + 28% 
11 Clarke (D ) 40% - + - + - - + - = + 33% 
12 Velazquez (D ) 40% - + - + - - + = = + 37% 
13. Grimm (R) 50% + - + - + + - - + - 55% 
14 Maloney (D ) 22% - - =~ + = - 2 = = + 21% 
15 Rangel (D ) B% - + - + ? 2? 2? -~ = + 22% 
16 Serrano (D ) 30% - - - + - - + = - + 27% 
17 Engel (D ) 30% - - - + = - + - = + 23% 
18 Lowey (D ) 33% - - - + | > 4+ - - + 10% 
19 Hayworth (R ) 30% + - + - - $2 ee Ne 50% 
20 Gibson, C. (R ) 70% + - + - + + + - + + 67% 
21 Tonko (D ) 30% - - - + = - + = = + 23% 
22 Hinchey (D ) 38% 2? - 2? + -| - + = = + 25% 
23 Owens (D ) 30% + - - - + e 8 @ gh « 17% 
24 Hanna (R ) 60% + - + - + + - + + - 55% 
25 Buerkle (R ) (0% tb ob 2 2 + - - + | 73% 
26 Hochul (D ) 50% + - - - + + - - + + 29% 
27 Higgins (D ) 20% - - - = = - + - - + 13% 
28 Slaughter (D ) 1% - - - + - - 2? 2? 2? ? 21% 
29 Reed, T. (R) (0% ode eo = + - - + = 70% 
NORTH CAROLINA 
1 Butterfield (D ) 20% - - - + - - = = = + 17% 
2 Ellmers (R ) 50% + - + - + + - - + - 70% 
3, Jones (R ) 90% + + + + + + + + - + 97% 
4 Price, D. (D) 30% - - - + - - + - - + 20% 
5 Foxx (R) 60% + - + - + + - + + - 77% 
6 Coble (R) 50% ? 2? + - + + - - + - 75% 
7 McIntyre (D ) 38% + - + 2 + ~ = = = 57% 
8 Kissell (D ) 50% + - + - + + - = + - 30% 
9 Myrick (R ) 44% 2 - + - + + - - + - 73% 
10 McHenry (R ) TE ea ef of dk = FO 
11 Shuler (D ) 33% + - - - ? - - = + + 30% 
12 Watt (D ) 30% - - - + - - + - - + 20% 
13 Miller, B. (D ) 30% - - - + - - + = = + 17% 
NORTH DAKOTA 
AL Berg (R) 60% + + + - + t+ - - + - 70% 
OHIO 
1 Chabot (R) 70% + + + - + + - + + - 77% 
2 Schmidt (R ) (G5 + ob 2 = # Bos & P = Fy 
3 Turner (R) 60% + + + - + t+ - - + - 67% 
4 Jordan (R ) 70% + + + - + + - + + - 79% 
5 Latta (R) 60% + - + - + + - + + - 67% 
6 Johnson, B. (R ) (0% de ok oe bos 2 dh = (7% 
7 Austria (R ) 63% + + + + ? 2 - - + - 68% 
8 Boehner (R ) Pe he op es He yh 
9 Kaptur (D ) 30% - - - + - - + = = + 24% 
10 Kucinich (D ) 50% - + - + - - + ? + 36% 
11 Fudge (D ) 44% 2? 4+ =~ + = - + = = + 29% 
12. Tiberi (R ) BO% db = ub = hoe 2 dh = (EIN 
13 Sutton (D ) 33% = = et - + 2 = + 21% 
14 LaTourette (R ) 50% + - + + + to - = = = 57% 
15. Stivers (R ) 50% + - + - + t+ - - + - 60% 
16 Renacci (R ) S0% sb 2 & = & 6 os = & = (0% 
17. Ryan, T. (D ) 50% + + - + - + - = + 30% 
18 Gibbs, B. (R ) BH = ub = bos 2 dt = (7% 
OKLAHOMA 
1 Sullivan (R ) 60% + - + - + + - + + - 76% 
2 Boren (D ) 50% + - + - + + - - + - 57% 
3 Lucas (R ) 506 + = £ = + + - - + - 63% 
4 Cole (R) (0% = 2 oe & hoe 2 dh = (7% 
5 Lankford (R ) 60% + - + - + + - + + - 73% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Rep. did not vote; a “P” 
means he voted “present.” Ifa Rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 20, 22, and 24. 
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Votes: 21-30 
OREGON 
1 Bonamici (D ) 29% 
2 Walden (R ) 50% 
3 Blumenauer (D ) 13% 
4 DeFazio (D ) 30% 
5 Schrader (D ) 20% 
PENNSYLVANIA 
1 Brady, R. (D ) 30% 
2 Fattah (D ) 30% 
3 Kelly (R) 50% 
4 Altmire (D ) 50% 
5 Thompson,G.(R) 60% 
6 Gerlach (R) 50% 
7 Meehan (R) 50% 
8 Fitzpatrick (R ) 40% 
9 Shuster (R ) 60% 
10 Marino (R) 43% 
11 Barletta (R ) 50% 
12 Critz (D) 50% 
13 Schwartz (D ) 20% 
14 Doyle (D ) 40% 
15 Dent (R) 50% 
16 Pitts (R) 50% 
17 Holden (D ) 56% 
18 Murphy, T. (R ) 60% 
19 Platts (R ) 50% 
RHODE ISLAND 
1 Cicilline (D ) 20% 
2 Langevin (D ) 10% 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
1 Scott, T. (R) 60% 
2 Wilson, J. (R) 60% 
3 Duncan (R ) 80% 
4 Gowdy (R) 60% 
5 Mulvaney (R ) 70% 
6 Clyburn (D ) 20% 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
AL Noem (R ) 67% 
TENNESSEE 
1 Roe (R) 50% 
2 Duncan (R ) 70% 
3 Fleischmann (R ) 60% 
4 Desjarlais (R ) 60% 
5 Cooper (D ) 30% 
6 Black, D. (R) 60% 
7 Blackburn, M.(R) 60% 
8 Fincher (R ) 60% 
9 Cohen (D ) 30% 
TEXAS 
1 Gohmert (R ) 70% 
2 Poe (R) 60% 
3 Johnson, S. (R ) 60% 
4 Hall, R. (R) 70% 
5 Hensarling (R ) 60% 
6 Barton (R) 60% 
7 Culberson (R ) 60% 
8 Brady, K. (R) 50% 
9 Green, A. (D ) 50% 
10 McCaul (R ) 50% 
11 Conaway (R ) 60% 
12 Granger (R ) 60% 
13 Thornberry (R ) 50% 
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60% 
11% 
30% 
23% 


17% 
17% 
63% 
40% 
67% 
63% 
57% 
60% 
67% 
60% 
61% 
43% 

7% 
27% 
57% 
70% 
41% 
70% 
63% 


23% 
10% 


77% 
80% 
93% 
83% 
87% 
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76% 


73% 
87% 
73% 
77% 
17% 
67% 
70% 
77% 
24% 


83% 
80% 
72% 
80% 
67% 
73% 
69% 
63% 
33% 
60% 
67% 
66% 
63% 


Votes: 21-30. 
14 Paul, Ron (R) 
15 Hinojosa (D ) 40% 
16 Reyes (D ) 33% 
17 Flores (R) 50% 
18 Jackson Lee (D ) 30% 
19 Neugebauer (R ) 70% 
20 Gonzalez (D ) 22% 
21 Smith, Lamar (R ) 50% 
22 Olson (R) 50% 
23 Canseco (R ) 67% 
24 Marchant (R ) 78% 
25 Doggett (D ) 20% 
26 Burgess (R ) 60% 
27 Farenthold (R ) 70% 
28 Cuellar (D ) 30% 
29 Green, G. (D ) 67% 
30 Johnson, E. (D ) 33% 
31 Carter (R) 60% 
32 Sessions, P. (R ) 50% 
UTAH 
1 Bishop, R. (R) 75% 
2 Matheson (D ) 60% 
3 Chaffetz (R ) 67% 
VERMONT 
AL Welch (D ) 22% 
VIRGINIA 
1 Wittman (R ) 60% 
2 Rigell (R) 60% 
3 Scott, R. (D ) 30% 
4 Forbes (R) 60% 
5 Hurt (R) 60% 
6 Goodlatte (R ) 60% 
7 Cantor (R ) 50% 
8 Moran, James(D) 20% 
9 Griffith (R ) 70% 
10 Wolf (R) 60% 
11 Connolly (D ) 10% 
WASHINGTON 
1 Vacant 
2 Larsen, R. (D ) 10% 
3 Herrera Beutler (R) 60% 
4 Hastings, D. (R ) 50% 
5 McMorris Rodgers (R )50% 
6 Dicks (D ) 20% 
7 McDermott (D ) 30% 
8 Reichert (R ) 40% 
9 Smith, Adam (D ) 10% 
WEST VIRGINIA 
1 McKinley (R ) 50% 
2 Capito (R) 50% 
3 Rahall (D ) 44% 
WISCONSIN 
1 Ryan, P (R) 60% 
2 Baldwin (D ) 30% 
3 Kind (D) 40% 
4 Moore (D ) 30% 
5 Sensenbrenner (R) 89% 
6 Petri (R) 80% 
7 Duffy (R) 44% 
8 Ribble (R) 70% 
WYOMING 
AL Lummis (R ) 60% 
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10% 
73% 
64% 
63% 

7% 
17% 
44% 
10% 


70% 
67% 
38% 


67% 
27% 
13% 
18% 
86% 
80% 
66% 
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The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Rep. did not vote; a “P” 
means he voted “present.” Ifa Rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 20, 22, and 24. 
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This catch-all legislative 
package (H.R. 2055), which would 
provide $915 billion in discretion- 
ary appropriations for fiscal 2012, 
is comprised of nine appropriations 
bills. See House vote #22 for more 
information. 

The Senate adopted the final ver- 
sion of this legislation (known as a 
conference report) on December 17, 
2011 by a vote of 67 to 32 (Roll Call 
235). We have assigned pluses to 
the nays because many of the bill’s 
spending programs — e.g., educa- 
tion, housing, foreign aid, etc. — are 
unconstitutional, and the country is 
running trillion-dollar annual deficits. 


House Joint Resolution 98 
would have disapproved of Presi- 
dent Obama’s request to raise the 
national debt limit by an additional 
$1.2 trillion, to $16.4 trillion. Under 
the debt deal of August 2011, enact- 
ment of a resolution of disapproval 
was needed to prevent this increase 
from going into effect. The House 
passed the resolution (see House 
vote #23), but the Senate failed to do so. 

Sen. Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) moved 
to proceed to H. J. Res. 98, but his mo- 
tion was rejected on January 26, 2012 by 
a vote of 44 to 52 (Roll Call 2). We have 
assigned pluses to the yeas because the 
federal government should live within its 
means and because most of the spending 
responsible for the ballooning national 
debt is unconstitutional. 


Dur- 

ing consideration of a bill to ban 
congressional insider trading (S. 2038), Sen. 
Jim DeMint (R-S.C.) offered an amendment 
“To express the sense of the Senate that the 
Senate should pass a joint resolution pro- 
posing an amendment to the Constitution 
that limits the number of terms a Member 
of Congress may serve.” However, Roger 
Sherman stated at the 1787 Constitutional 
Convention: “Frequent elections are neces- 
sary to preserve the good behavior of rulers. 


AP Images ‘ 


Make money or spend it: Though the United States imports 
11.4 million barrels of oil per day — 45 percent of the 
petroleum consumed — the Obama administration has been 
actively hindering oil companies’ access to oil deposits. 


They also tend to give permanency to the 
Government, by preserving that good be- 
havior, because it ensures their re-election.” 
Sherman’s statement contains the essence of 
the argument against term limits, which is 
that the best incentive for an elected official 
to represent the interests of his constituents 
is the possibility of reelection. 

The Senate rejected DeMint’s amend- 
ment on February 2, 2012 by a vote of 24 
to 75 (Roll Call 11). We have assigned 
pluses to the nays because congression- 
al term limits would decrease the ac- 
countability of Congressmen to their 
constituents by increasing the number of 
lame-duck Congressmen serving in each 
congressional session. 


During consideration 
of the surface transportation authorization 
bill (S. 1813), Sen. Roy Blunt (R-Mo.) of- 
fered an amendment to “protect rights of 


conscience with regard to require- 
ments for coverage of specific items 
and services.” The Obama adminis- 
tration insists that under Obama- 
Care all employers must provide 
contraceptive coverage, even if they 
oppose such coverage for religious 
reasons. Blunt’s amendment would 
have enabled health insurance plans 
to exclude coverage that the plan’s 
sponsors or employers oppose as a 
matter of conscience. 

The Senate tabled (killed) Blunt’s 
amendment on March 1, 2012 by a 
vote of 51 to 48 (Roll Call 24). We 
have assigned pluses to the nays be- 
cause, to quote Thomas Jefferson, 
“No provision in our Constitution 
ought to be dearer to man than that 
which protects the rights of con- 
science against the enterprises of 
the civil authority.” 


During con- 
sideration of S. 1813, Sen. David 
Vitter (R-La.) proposed an amend- 
ment that would have allowed for 
more leases for offshore drilling 
than does the current plan. As ex- 
plained by Vitter on the House floor, his 
amendment “would allow us to go back 
to the previous lease plan for the Outer 
Continental Shelf, replacing the current 
Obama administration lease plan which 
cuts that previous plan in half and moves 
us in the wrong direction in terms of pro- 
ducing our abundance of domestic en- 
ergy, including oil and natural gas.” 

The Senate rejected Vitter’s amendment 
on March 8, 2012 by a vote of 43 to 55 
(Roll Call 28). We have assigned pluses to 
the yeas because the federal government 
should allow entrepreneurs to develop en- 
ergy resources, rather than deny access to 
the resources. 


During consideration of S. 
1813, Sen. Susan Collins (R-Maine) of- 
fered an amendment intended to provide 
regulatory relief from the EPA’s new emis- 
sion standards for industrial boilers. Collins 
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Senate Vote Scores 


Votes: 21-30 

ALABAMA 

Shelby (R ) 80% 

Sessions, J. (R ) 70% 
ALASKA 

Murkowski (R ) 60% 

Begich (D ) 20% 
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McCain (R ) 89% 
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ARKANSAS 
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Boozman (R ) 70% 
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Feinstein (D ) 10% 

Boxer (D ) 11% 
COLORADO 

Udall, Mark (D ) 10% 
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CONNECTICUT 
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MAINE 

Snowe (R ) 50% 

Collins (R ) 50% 
MARYLAND 

Mikulski (D ) 10% 

Cardin (D ) 10% 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Kerry (D ) 10% 

Brown, Scott (R ) 20% 
MICHIGAN 

Levin, C. (D ) 10% 

Stabenow (D ) 22% 
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Klobuchar (D ) 10% 
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MISSISSIPPI 

Cochran (R ) 70% 
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Ayotte (R ) 70% 
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Lautenberg (D ) 10% 

Menendez (D ) 10% 
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Bingaman (D ) 10% 

Udall, T. (D ) 10% 
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Schumer (D ) 10% 
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Hagan (D ) 10% 
NORTH DAKOTA 

Conrad (D ) 10% 

Hoeven (R ) 70% 
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Coburn (R ) 80% 
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warned that the “rules have an estimated 
cost of $14 billion, and 200,000 jobs would 
be lost.” Her amendment would require the 
EPA to propose revised, supposedly less- 
burdensome, rules 15 months after enact- 
ment of her measure. It would also allow 
manufacturers at least five years after the 
effective date of the finalized rules to bring 
their facilities into compliance. 

The Senate rejected Collins’ amendment 
on March 8, 2012 by a vote of 52 to 46, 
under an agreement requiring 60 votes for 
passage (Roll Call 30). We have assigned 
pluses to the yeas because the EPA is un- 
constitutional and EPA regulations harm 
the economy. Though Collins’ amendment 
would not have killed the boiler regula- 
tions, it would at least have delayed them. 
2 Oil and Gas Development; Key- 

stone XL Pipeline. During con- 
sideration of S. 1813, Sen. Pat Roberts (R- 
Kan.) offered an amendment to open up 
part of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 
to oil and natural-gas development, ex- 
pand lease sales for offshore drilling, and 
approve the Keystone oil pipeline. 

The Senate rejected Roberts’ amend- 
ment on March 13, 2012 by a vote of 41 
to 57 (Roll Call 38). We have assigned 
pluses to the yeas because the federal 
government should allow entrepreneurs 


www. TheNewAmerican.com 


to develop energy resource, rather than 
deny access to the resources. 
2 Energy Tax Extensions. During 
consideration of S. 1813, Sen. Deb- 
bie Stabenow (D-Mich.) offered an amend- 
ment to extend already-lapsed and soon- 
to-expire programs intended to promote 
renewable energy — including a lapsed 
stimulus program that allowed businesses 
to receive grants (as opposed to tax credits) 
for renewable-energy projects, and a pro- 
duction tax credit for wind energy produc- 
ers set to sunset at the end of the year. 

The Senate rejected Stabenow’s amend- 
ment on March 13, 2012 by a vote of 49 
to 49, under an agreement requiring 60 
votes for passage (Roll Call 39). We have 
assigned pluses to the nays because the 
government has no constitutional business 
rewarding government-favored business 
interests. Instead, the market should de- 
cide “winners” and “losers” in the energy 
sector, as in other sectors of the economy, 
to ensure that wasteful, harmful, or inef- 
ficient entities are kept to a minimum. 

2 Export-Import Bank. This legisla- 
tion (H.R. 2072) reauthorized the 
U.S. Export-Import Bank for two years 


and increased the agency’s lending cap 
from $100 billion to $140 billion. The 


bank issues loans and loan guarantees to 
foreign governments or companies for the 
purchase of U.S. products. 

The Senate passed H.R. 2072 on May 15, 
2012 by a vote of 78 to 20 (Roll Call 96). 
We have assigned pluses to the nays because 
the federal government has no constitutional 
authority risking taxpayers’ money to pro- 
vide loans the private sector considers too 
risky to provide. (See also House vote #28.) 
3 FDA Regulation of Food & Di- 

etary Supplements. During con- 
sideration of the FDA user-fee authorization 
bill (S. 3187), Sen. Rand Paul (R-Ky.) of- 
fered an amendment to prohibit FDA from 
regulating food or dietary supplements as 
drugs and censoring product health claims. 
Paul’s amendment would also “prohibit 
employees of the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration from carrying firearms and making 
arrests without warrants.” 

The Senate tabled (killed) Paul’s 
amendment on May 24, 2012 by a vote of 
78 to 15 (Roll Call 107). We have assigned 
pluses to the nays because the FDA cen- 
sorship of health claims is a violation of 
the right to free speech protected by the 
First Amendment, and because the federal 
government is using armed agents to en- 
force unconstitutional regulations — e.g., 
against the selling of raw milk. 
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BOOK REVIEW 


SPIRITUALIST SCIENCE 


John Gray’s book The Immortalization Commission examines pseudo-science — done in 
the name of scientific investigation — and spiritualism that fed off a fear of death. 


IMMORTALIZATION 
COMMISSION 


Science and the Strange Quest to Cheat Death 


JOHN GRAY 


by James D. Heiser 


The Immortalization Commission: Sci- 
ence and the Strange Quest to Cheat 
Death, by John Gray, New York: Farrar, 
Straus and Giroux, 2011, hardcover, 273 


pages. 


6 ‘D uring the late nineteenth century 

and early twentieth century sci- 
ence became the vehicle for an assault 
on death. The power of knowledge was 
summoned to free humans of their mor- 
tality. Science was used against science 
and became a channel for magic.” John 
Gray is no stranger to controversy, but the 
introductory words of his latest book, The 
Immortalization Commission, are a pat- 
ticularly blunt introduction to the thesis 
he endeavors to defend in his most recent 
work. Gray maintains that the decline of 
religion has not brought an end to the de- 
sire for eternal life, and The Immortaliza- 
tion Commission documents the occult 
directions taken in the name of science in 
pursuit of a triumph over death. 

Gray was a professor of European 
thought at the London School of Eco- 
nomics and Political Science before his 
retirement in 2008, but throughout his ca- 
reer and since his retirement, his greatest 
influence has been through his published 
writings, many of which have been quite 
controversial. For example, Gray’s 2007 
book, Black Mass, was an examination of 
the religious utopianism that he believes 
underlies the wars in the Middle East. 
An earlier work, Al Qaeda and What It 
Means to Be Modern (2003), attempted to 
establish Gray’s thesis that 21st-century 
jihadism is essentially a modern, West- 
ern ideology — despite the claims of its 
adherents, and 1,400 years of Islam’s war 
against the West. 

Despite the length of The Immortal- 
ization Commission, the work is divided 
into only three chapters. The first chapter 
(“Cross-correspondences”) explores the 
popularity of the pseudo-scientific pur- 


www. TheNewAmerican.com 


suits of Spiritualism in the 19th and early 
20th centuries. The second chapter (“God- 
builders”) is a window into the obsession 
in Soviet Russia with the transcendence of 
death by means of technology. In the final 
chapter (“Sweet Mortality”), Gray attacks 
more recent attempts to defeat death — 
cryonic suspension and uploading human 
consciousness into computers, for exam- 
ple — before turning to an apologia for 
the “sweet scent of death.” 

Throughout the first two chapters of the 
book, the reader is struck by the pathetic 
character of the broken lives documented 
therein. Whether one is considering Eng- 
lish Spiritualists who were haunted by 
personal tragedies — and the desire to 
contact loved ones who had died — or 
Russian Socialists — who denied there 
was a survival of the soul, and therefore 
were desperate to cling to life — a sense 
of pity and even horror pervades the 
pages. On occasion, the antics may have 
an element of humor; however, more often 
than not, the story that emerges from a 
cloud of personal tragedies, violent politi- 
cal purges, and elaborate self-deceptions 
is devastating to the image of those who 
were caught up in their various “scientific” 
quests — and Gray’s assault intentionally 
undermines the surety of those who boast 
of the objectivity of science: 


Both the God-builders and the psy- 
chical researchers believed humans 
had powers beyond those recog- 
nized in the science of the day. In 
fact scientific investigation of the 
paranormal failed to reveal the new 
human powers of which they dreamt. 
Instead it showed the limits of con- 
scious awareness, and the vast tracts 
of life that can never be governed by 
human will. Much in the study of the 
paranormal was what we would now 
call pseudo-science. But the line be- 
tween science and pseudo-science is 
smudged and shifting; where it lies 
seems clear only in retrospect. There 


is no pristine science untouched by 
the vagaries of faith. 

An old fairy tale has it that science 
began with the rejection of supersti- 
tion. In fact it was the rejection of ra- 
tionalism that gave birth to scientific 
inquiry. 


Much of Gray’s treatment of the Spiri- 
tualists is devoted to the “cross-corre- 
spondences”: the purported connections 
between the labors of various “automatic 
writers” who supposedly wrote down 
those things that were dictated to them 
from beyond the grave. Writings that were 
seen as incoherent on their own were al- 
leged to form a coherent whole — even 
proof of life after death — when they were 
combined. The subjectivity of such assess- 
ments — and occasions when they were 
positively refuted — are documented by 
Gray. The search that Spiritualists were 
engaged in — an enduring source of mo- 
rality, and a reason for living a moral life 
— often seems to be treated with disdain. 
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Throughout the first two chapters of 
the book, the reader is struck by the 


pathetic character of the broken lives 
documented therein. 


Undeniably, Gray has a skill for uncov- 
ering connections that are often missed 
by other observers. One such link that is 
briefly explored in The Immortalization 
Commission is between Spiritualism and 
Eugenics, which Gray maintains arise 
from an urge to perfect mankind: 


Eugenicists aimed to rid the world 
of defective human beings, while 
Spiritualists believed that the body 
that awaits us in the afterlife would 
be purged of defects. Eugenics and 
Spiritualism were both of them pro- 
gressive creeds, claiming that by 
using new knowledge humankind 
could attain a level of development 
higher than anything achieved in 
the past. 


However, in a work that relies on docu- 
mentation in a notably lopsided way, Gray 
has a propensity for exaggerated, and even 
absurd, assertions. Thus, for example, he 
blithely asserts that the Christian religion 
was “invented by Paul and Augustine” 
and that “Closer to original Christianity 
than Western traditions, Russian Ortho- 
doxy promised the resurrection of the 
body.” Such assertions give this reviewer 
the impression of having been made with- 
out even a fundamental knowledge of 
the history and doctrine of the Christian 
Church, and wonders how Russian Ortho- 
dox readers would react to the notion that 
a relatively late — and Latin — Church 
Father such as Augustine “invented” their 
religion, and how any Christian who has 
confessed the Apostles or Nicene Creed — 
both of which confess a quite literal bodily 
resurrection — would respond to the no- 
tion that such a belief is committed only to 
the Eastern Church. 

Gray’s assessment of the Russian “God- 
builders” is quite stunning. The entire 
book draws its title from the commission 
charged with the task of preserving Len- 
in’s body with the intention that he would 
eventually be scientifically resurrected. 
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Gray notes that the Soviet re- 
gime long perpetuated the no- 
tion that Lenin would be raised: 
“The treatment of Lenin as a 
living person continued after 
the war. In 1973, when the Po- 
litburo decided to renew Party 
documents, the first Party card 
to be reissued was Lenin’s. Throughout 
the last decades of communism Lenin’s 
suit was changed every eighteen months 
and replaced by a new one specially made 
by a KGB seamstress.” Gray insightfully 
links the horrific purges undertaken from 
the first days of the Bolshevik revolution 
as an effort influenced by the “God-build- 
ers” to create a purified, deified, human 
race. Thus, “the use of terror was above all 
a means of remaking humanity.” 

Ultimately, however, Gray’s work is 
spoilt by the fatalism of its author. Ap- 
parently considering religion sufficiently 
privatized as to be beyond his concern, the 
seeming purpose of The Immortalization 
Commission is to demonstrate that science 
fails to measure up: “More than ever, sci- 
ence is seen as a technique for solving the 
insoluble.” Gray’s negative assessment of 
the capabilities of science does not lead 
him to return to religion, but to dismiss 
both religion and science. 

The bile that permeates the end of the 
book renders the work rather difficult to 
read; this reviewer was left with the impres- 
sion that Gray had concluded that suicide 
may be the only rational response to life: 


Death means release from care, and it 
may be that you will live more happi- 
ly if you are ready to welcome death 
when it comes, and call it to you 
when it is late arriving. Before Chris- 
tianity suicide was not in any way 
troubling. Our lives were our own, 
and when we tired of them we were at 
liberty to end them. One might think 
that as Christianity has declined, this 
freedom would be reclaimed. Instead 
secular creeds have sprung up, in 
which each person’s life belongs to 
everyone else. To hand back the gift 
of life because it does not please is 
still condemned as a kind of blasphe- 
my, though the offended deity is now 
humanity instead of God. 


In fact, Gray rejoices in the notion that 


mankind’s days are numbered: “There are 
some who think humans should escape the 
planet they have gutted by migrating into 
outer space. Happily, there is no prospect 
of the human animal extending its de- 
structive career in this way.” Gray seems 
relieved by the sense that man’s death will 
leave the planet to go on: 


Unnumbered species have perished 
as a result of human expansion, and 
countless more will die out as a con- 
sequence of humanly caused climate 
change. But the planet will recover as 
it has done in the past, and life will 
flourish for hundreds of millions of 
years, long after humans have disap- 
peared forever. 


In the end, it appears as if Gray’s assess- 
ment of science is that it demonstrates how 
unworthy mankind’s goals were in the first 
place: 


The end-result of scientific inquiry is 
to return humankind to its own intrac- 
table existence. Instead of enabling 
humans to improve their lot, science 
degrades the natural environment in 
which humans must live. Instead of 
enabling death to be overcome, it pro- 
duces ever more powerful technolo- 
gies of mass destruction. None of this 
is the fault of science; what it shows is 
that science is not sorcery. The growth 
of knowledge enlarges what humans 
can do. It cannot reprieve them from 
being what they are. 


Overall, the readability of The Immortal- 
ization Commission is hampered by what 
seems to be a contempt for all who do not 
share the author’s air of disdain for both 
traditional and modern attempts to address 
the perennial questions of human existence. 

For all of Gray’s dismissiveness of the 
religious and scientific interest in the sur- 
vival of man after death, this reviewer ul- 
timately was left wondering how much of 
The Immortalization Commission rests in 
Gray’s personal effort in the later years of 
his life to come to grips with his own mor- 
tality. At the conclusion, “The afterlife is 
like utopia, a place where no one wants to 
live.” But caricatures of “the afterlife” do 
not dispel the questions, and mockery gen- 
erates only anger — not enlightenment. Hl 
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Disney Giveaway 


We are so often inundated with dramatic 
stories of heartache and terror that we are 
often caught off guard by a story as touch- 
ing as this one. 

Nine-year-old Massachusetts boy 
Brendan Haas was delighted when he 
won an all-expenses paid Disney World 
vacation, but not for the reasons most 
would expect. As part of an initiative he 
created, the boy gave the trip away to 
the family of a soldier who was killed in 
Afghanistan. 

He won the trip through a Facebook 
page he created in February called “Sol- 
dier for a Soldier.’ Haas was reportedly 
“inspired by the story of the guy who, 
through a series of trades, turned a paper 
clip into a house.” 

Like that guy, Haas began with a simple 
object, a toy soldier, and was eventually 
able to trade it for $900 worth of Disney 
gift certificates and hotel and airfare credits. 

On Memorial Day Haas gave the trip 
to the family of U.S. Army Lt. Timothy 
Steele, a 25-year-old soldier killed in Af- 
ghanistan. 

Yahoo News reports, “Haas pulled the 
name of Liberty Hope Steele, the fallen 
soldier’s now 2-year-old daughter, out of a 
hat and surprised the Steele family at their 
home in Duxbury, Mass., home.” 

Haas’ Facebook page was covered in 
comments of appreciation for the young 
boy’s efforts. 

“You're one amazing young man,” Ann 
Marie Smith Braga wrote on the “Soldier 
for a Soldier” wall. “Our family lives on 
Hanscom AFB in Bedford, Mass. We are 
an active duty Army family. I want to 
thank you from all the Army families here 
at Hanscom.” 

“What you have done is unheard of in 
this day and age,” April Johnson wrote. “I 
am so grateful for you and others like you! 
I am featuring your story in my newsletter. 
You are a very wonderful boy!” 

“If everyone was like Brendan there 
would be no wars,” Bob Wade wrote. 
“Brendan, being 9 years old you may not 
fully realize how incredibly thoughtful 
your gift is but someday you will. I hope 
you continue to do great things in your 
life. The world needs people like you.” 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


A “Normal” Trip 


Christopher Dutcher, a young man from 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina, is endeavor- 
ing to travel across the country on his own 
to raise awareness about MPS disorder, an 
extremely rare disease with which Chris- 
topher himself suffers. It is a fatal genetic 
lysosomal storage disease (LSD) caused 
by the body’s inability to produce specific 
enzymes. 

During “Operation Stop the Mayhem,” 
Dutcher will be visiting 40 different fami- 
lies across the nation that are each strug- 
gling with a type of MPS disorder, and 
will be appearing at a number of speaking 
engagements at colleges, hospitals, and 
universities along his journey. Christo- 
pher will be using his own funds, as well 
as generous donations from individuals, 
organizations, and the pharmaceutical 
company Shire to fund his trip. 

One purpose of the campaign is to raise 
awareness about MPS disorder. To do this, 
he will be using social media outlets such 
as Twitter, Facebook, and YouTube to doc- 
ument his journey, and will be posting a 
regular blog at CTMAD.org (Courage to 
Make a Difference). 

But the purpose of the trip goes be- 
yond raising awareness. “The goal of this 
campaign is not only to inform the public 
about MPS disorders but to also increase 
our country’s acceptance of the disabled,” 
Dutcher told THE NEw AMERICAN. “‘T also 
want to show those that are suffering with 
this disorder that they are not alone.” 

Dutcher was inspired to take on such 
a large project by his own experiences 
with MPS disorder. At the age of six, 
Chris was diagnosed with MPS IT Hunter 
syndrome and told that he would not live 
past age 18. 

Besides the obvious physical strain such 
a diagnosis had on Chris, the emotional 
turmoil seemed insurmountable for him. 
“T’ve always struggled with trying to fit in 
with the ‘normal’ world,” Chris told THE 
New AMeRrICcAN. “Most of my life I tried 
to ignore my condition, until I decided to 
stop running and embrace it. Now I want 
to reach out to others who are struggling in 
the same way I’ve had and I hope to be an 
inspiration to them.” The trip is expected 
to last the length of the summer. 


THE GOODNESS OF AMERICA 


Heroic HS Linebacker 


A brave 17-year-old high-school line- 
backer in Brooklyn, New York, was shot 
in the back in June after attempting to 
break up a robbery. 

Fritz Pascal was near his Coney Island 
high school around 2:50 p.m. when he 
discovered four thugs robbing a 16-year- 
old. He intervened and was shot in the 
back by one of the suspects. 

One student, Quincy Jiles, 15, wit- 
nessed the entire incident. He explained 
that the trouble began on the basketball 
courts, when the four thugs approached 
demanding, “Where’s our Louis Vuitton 
bag?” 

Evidently, at the basketball courts, 
students had piled up their belongings, 
comprised of bags and clothing, which 
provoked the miscreants’ curiosity and 
drew them over to try to force one or 
more of the students to hand over their 
possessions. 

“Nobody copped to having the bag. 
[The thugs] looked at a pile of clothes 
and bags near the basketball hoop and 
saw what they thought was Louis Vuitton 
bags because it was brown and tan, and 
some of my friends went over to protect 
their things,” Jiles said. 

“That’s when those guys saw [the rob- 
bery victim] who always dresses nicely 
and has a lot of nice things, so those guys 
started going after [him], trying to rip off 
his jacket and clothes and steal his stuff.” 

Jiles added: “That’s when Fritz came 
in and everybody started fighting, peo- 
ple were throwing their fists around and 
that’s when one of those guys with the 
hoods pulled out a gun. I saw the gun 
and ran. He was aiming it at [the robbery 
victim] but then Fritz got in the way and 
covered him up and that’s when he got 
shot in the back.” 

Pascal has garnered a reputation on his 
campus for sticking up for smaller kids 
who are being bullied. “Fritz takes care of 
his friends and he defends a lot of the lit- 
tler kids around here,’ said Jiles. “I heard 
he’s going to be fine, so he’s a hero.” 

Pascal was rushed to Lutheran Hospi- 
tal, where he underwent surgery. He is 
expected to survive. Mi 

— RAVEN CLABOUGH 
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Federalized Farming 


The United States Department of Agriculture sprouted 
150 years ago, during the Lincoln administration, and has 
since grown enormous, fertilized annually by Washington. 


Celebrating its roots: Tom Vilsack unveiled the graphic commemorating USDA's 150th 
anniversary in Abraham Lincoln’s hometown of Springfield, Illinois, last November. 


by Rebecca Terrell 


braham Lincoln instituted the Unit- 
A: States Department of Agriculture 

150 years ago. It began as a nine- 
employee information agency charged 
with research and development responsi- 
bilities and commodity plant distribution. 
This mere seedling bureau would grow 
into a government leviathan that today 
manipulates not only agriculture and rural 
development but also various aspects of 
our economic, environmental, education, 
healthcare, and foreign policies. 

Its growth would have been easy to 
predict. The Agricultural Organic Act that 
Lincoln signed on May 15, 1862, estab- 
lished USDA, authorizing it to conduct 
research and development related to “ag- 
riculture, rural development, aquaculture 
and human nutrition in the most general 
and comprehensive sense of those terms.” 
(Emphasis added.) Such ambiguous word- 
ing invited the rampant regulatory expan- 
sion of the next 150 years. 
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Today USDA dubs itself “an Every 
Way, Every Day Department,” bragging 
that it “touches the lives of every Ameri- 
can, as well as people across the globe.” Its 
marketing materials advertise that USDA 
supports agricultural communities and 
economy; protects and conserves natural 
resources; sends foreign aid around the 
world; and provides a safe, sufficient, and 
nutritious domestic food supply. 


USDA Origins in Lincoln's Agenda 
To understand USDA’s true nature it is 
helpful to have a grasp of the radical po- 
litical landscape into which the agency 
was born. Prior to Lincoln’s presidential 
administration, citizens of the United 
States enjoyed decentralized, limited gov- 
ernment framed by the Founding Fathers. 
During the first 70 years of the nation’s 
history, Congress repeatedly defended the 
populace against numerous bills intend- 
ed to unconstitutionally expand federal 
power. Lincoln’s election brought an end 
to this era. 


At its founding, USDA was one-of-a- 
kind. It was the first department focused 
on a particular segment of the population. 
Incredibly and irrationally, private indus- 
try farmers suddenly became a special in- 
terest group of federal welfare recipients. 

USDA’s novelty was perfectly in keep- 
ing with Lincoln’s other policies. As Presi- 
dent he suspended habeas corpus (which 
enables prisoners to be released from un- 
lawful detention) in all states. He thereby 
imprisoned political adversaries without 
trial in the North, such as his arrest of pro- 
Confederate Maryland legislators in Sep- 
tember of 1861 to prevent the state from 
voting to secede. He ordered invasion of 
the South without congressional approval, 
declared martial law, and confiscated pri- 
vate property and firearms. He even had a 
member of Congress deported to Canada 
for disagreeing with his policies. 

Throughout his administration Lincoln 
maintained a characteristic disregard for 
the Constitution. From his earliest cam- 
paigning days in Illinois he declared 
himself in favor of a strong, centralized 
federal government based on a national 
bank, special-interest subsidies, and high 
tariffs. In his book The Real Lincoln, au- 
thor Thomas J. DiLorenzo points out that 
the focus of Honest Abe’s entire political 
career was protectionism, federal control 
of the money supply, and “internal im- 
provements” (i.e., corporate welfare) for 
private business. He writes that these three 
planks, ushered in during the War Between 
the States, resulted in a political patronage 
system that favors special-interest groups 
at the expense of taxpayers, stifling the 
economy but forwarding political careers. 

Lincoln found in the War Between the 
States a rationale to suspend constitutional 
liberties and establish a highly centralized 
federal government. In addition to the 
war, the country suffered rampant federal 
infringements from the hand of Lincoln, 
including a central bank and the nation’s 
first income tax, decades prior to the adop- 
tion of the 16th (income tax) Amendment 
in 1913. 

His USDA was just the thing to curry 
political favor with farmers, who made up 
50 percent of the population and whose 
products accounted for 80 percent of na- 
tional exports in 1862, according to Wayne 
Rasmussen with the Agricultural History 
Society. Lincoln admitted that farmers 
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needed no government help in his first ad- 
dress to Congress and, therefore, implicit- 
ly acknowledged ulterior motives when he 
said, “While it is fortunate that this great 
interest is so independent in its nature as 
to not have demanded and extorted more 
from the Government, I respectfully ask 
Congress to consider whether something 
more cannot be given voluntarily with 
great advantage.” 

To bolster his fledgling department, two 
months after signing USDA into law Lin- 
coln once again flouted the Constitution to 
establish the Land Grant Agricultural Uni- 
versity System, the first federally funded 
public universities. This new system pro- 
vided an army of economists to justify the 
President’s unconstitutional agency. “The 
funding arrangement for teaching and re- 
search in the USDA-Land Grant Univer- 
sity complex tends to make agricultural 
economists (when contrasted with econo- 
mists generally) much less critical of gov- 
ernment intervention in agriculture,’ wrote 
E.C. Pasour, Jr., an agricultural economist 
with North Carolina State University, in 
his article, “Against the Grain in Agricul- 
tural Economics.” 


The Growth of USDA 
Three score and seven years more, the 
United States would bear the full impact 
of Lincoln’s interventionism. In his book 
The Business End of Government, former 
FBI agent Dan Smoot describes the ex- 
plosion of federal agricultural regulations 
during the Great Depression. The 1929 
Farm Stabilization Act authorized the 
government to curb falling wheat prices 
by buying and storing 257 million bush- 
els. This temporarily buoyed small family 
farms until the winter of 1931-1932 when 
the government dumped that wheat on the 
market, driving prices to their lowest in 
history and bankrupting the same farmers 
in the middle of the Great Depression. 
Enter Franklin Delano Roosevelt and 
his New Deal. FDR’s USDA blamed the 
glut on surplus. Farmers were supposedly 
producing too much, flooding the market 
and driving prices too low. Reputedly to 
save them from themselves and to prevent 
prices from nose-diving again, the agency 
conceived the Agricultural Adjustment 
Acts (AAA) of 1933 and 1938. These 
bills allowed USDA to pay farmers to de- 
stroy crops and animals and to purchase 
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commodities from them 
for government storage. 
Meanwhile consumers 
were thereby forced to 
pay higher prices for for- 
eign imports of the same 
commodities. (The reason 
there were two AAAs is 
that in 1936 the Supreme 
Court ruled the first ver- 
sion unconstitutional 
because the federal gov- 
ernment has no authority 


The 1929 Farm Stabilization Act. 


the government to curb falling whe 


by buying and storing 257 millio 
This temporarily buoyed small fa 
farms until the winter of 1931-1 

the government dumped that whe: 
market, driving prices to their lo 


history and bankrupting the same f 


to regulate or subsidize 
farming. By 1938, Roosevelt had a New 
Deal majority on the Supreme Court, so 
that year’s AAA survives to this day as the 
parent of all subsequent farm laws.) 

One example that illustrates the extent 
of federal control AAA instituted over 
farming is the 1942 case Wickard v. Fil- 
burn. The USDA fined Ohio farmer Ros- 
coe Filburn and ordered him to destroy 
his 23-acre wheat crop. Filburn argued 
he grew the wheat to feed his own live- 
stock, but the problem was he grew too 
much according to AAA standards. Fil- 
burn was only permitted 11 acres of wheat. 
The farmer sued, and the case went to the 
highest court in the land. In a ruling of in- 


credible illogic, the Supreme Court sided 
with USDA, claiming authority under the 
Interstate Commerce Clause (ICC). The 
court said by growing his own wheat, 
Filburn reduced the amount he needed to 
purchase, thereby negatively impacting in- 
terstate trade. ICC is used to excuse most 
of USDA’s encroachments to this day. 
American farmers like Filburn were not 
actually to blame for the economic havoc 
of the early 20th century. There was an 
obvious hole in the “agricultural surplus” 
argument that federal bureaucrats used to 
justify AAA. Farmers were not the only 
producers in the nation getting low prices 
for their goods. No producers could de- 


A hand in it: Georgia farmers greet presidential candidate Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1932. 
Government farm programs mushroomed during FDR’s administration. 
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mand higher prices because (Lincoln-ini- 
tated) government control of the money 
supply and centralized bank credit expan- 
sion had so eroded public buying power. 
Smoot states, “Such economic explana- 
tions of why the farmer was in bad shape 
would not have won public acceptance of 
the government’s strange farm program 
because too few Americans had any under- 
standing of basic economics, but the sur- 
plus rationale did; and surplus became the 
buzz word of all federal farm programs.” 

President Harry Truman wanted to re- 
place Roosevelt’s complex programs by 
paying farmers a minimum annual in- 
come, but Congress rejected this proposal 
known as the Brannan Plan. Truman did 
make one lasting mark on agriculture; in 
1949, he initiated the International Wheat 
Agreement, predecessor to the modern In- 
ternational Grains Agreement. It set up a 
government cartel to regulate global pro- 
duction, price, and distribution of wheat. 
Nations that choose to ignore this treaty 
gain a market advantage over those who 
observe it. 

Not to be outdone in the international 
arena, President Dwight Eisenhower’s 
USDA began the “Food for Peace” pro- 
gram in 1954. This complex network of 
foreign aid shipped our food products to 
overseas nations, many of which were hos- 
tile to the United States. At the same time 
Eisenhower was giving away our agricul- 
tural exports, on the home front AAA pro- 
grams were still going strong. USDA was 
terrorizing American farmers with further 
compulsory wheat acreage allotments. 
The new regulation placed a quota on all 
wheat production in the United States. 
With absolute impunity the “Wheat Po- 
lice” could invade any farm in the nation 
and conduct warrantless searches to de- 
termine compliance. Violators were fined 
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and/or imprisoned without 
trial and had absolutely no 
recourse to the courts, even 
if the “extra” wheat was in- 
tended for livestock feed on 
the same farm where it was 
grown. Within the first year, 
USDA fined 14,000 farmers 
more than $8.5 million. In 
terms of today’s purchasing 
power that amounts to more 
than $71 million. 

Public outcry against the 
Wheat Police forced USDA to relax re- 
strictions a few years later and allow small 
farmers to grow up to 30 acres of wheat 
for their own use. (The department had 
duplicitously nearly doubled its holdings 
of farm commodities in storage during this 
three-year “Reign of Terror.”) But the Su- 
preme Court continually refused to hear 
cases challenging the constitutionality 
of the agency’s programs. Free from the 
bonds of judicial scrutiny, USDA spent the 
next decades “eliminating surplus” with a 
myriad of regulations and complex, waste- 
ful programs. 

The late 1950s saw the Soil Bank pay- 
ing farmers to leave their fields fallow 
as Congress hypocritically dammed the 
Colorado River to cultivate high, arid land 
never before farmed. Commodity price 
fixing in the 1960s and 1970s wreaked 
havoc on agricultural economy and food 


prices. The USDA enforced unionism on 
American farmers and ranchers. Even the 
Reagan deregulation era of the 1980s ig- 
nored agriculture. Foreign aid took on a 
feed-the-world focus that now amounts 
to billions of U.S. tax dollars every year. 
(USDA calls both foreign and domestic 
assistance programs “missions,” a moni- 
ker with disturbingly religious overtones.) 

Government handouts spawned legal- 
ized racketeering that continues to this 
day. “The largest 17 percent of U.S. farms 
receive almost three-quarters of all gov- 
ernment farm payments,” wrote Pasour 
and co-author Randal R. Rucker in their 
2005 book, Plowshares & Pork Barrels: 
The Political Economy of Agriculture, a 
critical analysis of government farm pro- 
grams. They make an example of agribusi- 
ness giant Riceland Foods, Inc., which 
USDA subsidized to the tune of nearly 
$520 million from 1995 to 2003. 


Agricultural Socialism 

The National Agricultural Law Center 
affirms, “Agriculture is one of the most 
heavily regulated components of the U.S. 
economy, with virtually every aspect of 
agricultural production, processing, dis- 
tribution and marketing regulated in some 
manner by the federal, state or local gov- 
ernments.” Are all these regulations worth 
ensuring market stability and consumer 
safety at the expense of freedom? 


AP Images 


Forward with free food: Delegates from Canada, France, Australia, Argentina, and the United States 
pose with President Dwight Eisenhower at the 1959 Food for Peace Conference in Washington, D.C. 
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Writing for THE NEw 
AMERICAN online on 
USDA’s 150th birthday, 
Bruce Walker remarked that 
without USDA, farmers 
still have a forceful incen- 
tive to provide high-quality 
products: keeping custom- 
ers. “Customer goodwill is 
often the most valuable part 
of a corporation’s assets,” 
wrote Walker. “Farmers 
have long supported effec- 
tive private associations — 
such as the Future Farmers 
of America and 4-H clubs 
— which help promote 
farming.” And state gov- 
ernments provide ample 
regulation of agriculture 
far more effectively and 
efficiently than the federal 
government does. Walker 
continued: 


State governments have 
created small, low-cost 
(or even user-supported) 
boards — such as the Boll 
Weevil Commission — 
directed at specific prob- 
lems connected to particular crops. 
The Vermont Department of Agricul- 
ture, for instance, works to optimize 
the harvesting and marketing of maple 
syrup, while the Florida Department 
of Agriculture devotes a great deal of 
its time and effort to maximizing the 
Sunshine State’s citrus fruit crop. 


However, if USDA’s goals were true eco- 
nomic stability or public interest, per- 
haps its existence would be justifiable. 
Unfortunately the department exists for 
the socialistic ends of central control and 
income redistribution, both of which ul- 
timately destabilize markets and violate 
God-given rights. Agricultural econo- 
mists Pasour and Rucker argue this very 
point. In their above-referenced book, 
they show how federal farm programs 
disrupt the economy by artificially reduc- 
ing commodity prices at the same time 
that others increase the amount farm- 
ers receive for those commodities, all 
through hidden taxes that ultimately harm 
the consumer. Instead of increasing farm- 
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Powering up: A Rural 
Utilities Service (RUS) 
lineman at work in July 
1942. RUS is one of many 
New Deal agencies that 
still exist today. 


ing’s long-term profitability, price sup- 
ports increase production costs by raising 
expenses of land and input resources. Yet 
while their special-interest designation 
means the average household income of 
farm operators typically exceeds that of 
all U.S. households, farmers are more de- 
pendent than ever on government hand- 
outs. Annual export subsidies totaling 
billions of dollars further crush the U.S. 
taxpayer with higher prices for commod- 
ity goods, while damaging foreign rela- 
tions by interfering with other countries’ 
agricultural economies. 


Dont Let the Title Fool You 

It doesn’t stop with agriculture; the USDA 
albatross has branched out to the point of 
absurdity. Regulators have taken Lincoln’s 
1862 mandate to establish USDA “in the 
most general and comprehensive sense” 
beyond the bounds of reason. Many pro- 
grams operating under the department’s 17 
umbrella agencies have little if anything 
directly to do with agriculture. Here is a 
very small sampling: 


* Rural Utilities Service 
(RUS) — This program 
is run by USDA’s Rural 
Development agency and, 
as the name implies, pro- 
vides infrastructure devel- 
opment to deliver utilities 
to rural areas. “Electricity, 
telephone, water and waste 
disposal services have been 
taken for granted in Ameri- 
can cities since at least the 
1920’s. But if you lived in 
a rural area only 60 years 
ago, chances are you went 
without these necessities 
of modern life and high 
standard of living they 
make possible,’ bemoans 
the RUS website. Since 
when has a high standard 
of living become a federal 
entitlement? And though 
they may make things more 
convenient, since when are 
modern utilities “necessi- 
ties of life?” Regardless, 
this isn’t farming, nor is it 
the job of the federal gov- 
ernment. Private utility 
companies are perfectly ca- 

pable of handling the task. 

* Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) 
— Falling under the Farm Service Agency 
(FSA), this government-owned corpora- 
tion grants loans for, makes purchases and 
payments for, and coordinates domestic 
and foreign distribution of agricultural 
commodities. CCC makes farmers wards 
of the state. But CCC is not about farming. 
It’s a bank, and banking is one of many 
areas in which the federal government has 
no constitutional authority. 

¢ Risk Management Agency (RMA) 
— Also an arm of FSA, this big-brother 
bureau operates the Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Corporation, providing a safety net 
and risk management services for farm- 
ers. America was settled and developed 
largely by farmers. Have today’s de- 
scendants of such sturdy stock become 
so fragile that they cannot manage their 
own risk without federal help? RMA 
isn’t an agricultural agency. It is a pub- 
lic insurance company, yet another field 
in which the federal government has no 
constitutional role. 
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Literally redistributing the wealth: This 1937 Library of Congress archives photo depicts clerks 
in the Commodity Credit Corporation, which funds most of the commodity, export, and some of 


the conservation programs of USDA. 


¢ Women, Infants and Children (WIC) 
— According to USDA’s 2012 Budget 
Summary, WIC is the department’s larg- 
est discretionary program at a cost of $7.4 
billion this year. Operating under USDA’s 
Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), it pro- 
vides food vouchers and nutrition educa- 
tion to pregnant women and their children 
up to age five. According to the Summary, 
“Over half of those born in the United 
States receive WIC benefits.” Yet prevent- 
able problems such as childhood obesity 
and malnutrition are escalating. This is 
just one of many unconstitutional and in- 
effective intrusions into healthcare by the 
federal government, with no direct relation 
to agriculture. 

¢ Dietary Guidelines for Americans 
and MyPyramid — FNS coordinates with 
another USDA agency, the Center for Nu- 
trition Policy and Promotion (CNPP), as 
well as the Departments of Health and 
Human Services and Education, to foist 
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the government’s dietary guidelines on 
the American public — guidelines that 
the food industry has much sway in cre- 
ating. Suffice here to say they make it 
impossible for a child to lunch on a tur- 
key and cheese sandwich, banana, potato 
chips, and apple juice. That is what the 
mother of a North Carolina preschooler 
packed for her daughter one day last Jan- 
uary. The meal didn’t meet USDA guide- 
lines: one serving of meat, of milk and of 
grain, and two servings of fruit or veg- 
etables. So school officials rushed to the 
rescue with a full cafeteria platter. The 
do-gooders so upset the child she ended 
up eating only three chicken nuggets that 
afternoon, a logical end to a bizarre lunch 
hour brought about by USDA’s unconsti- 
tutional nutrition, health, and education 
programs, again with little connection to 
agriculture. 

¢ Forest Service (FS) — Added to 
USDA in 1898, this agency is the depart- 
ment’s largest employer. 
More than $5 billion is bud- 
geted for its discretionary 
activities in 2012. These 
tax dollars will “support the 
America’s Great Outdoors 
Initiative, restore long- 
leaf pine habitat, improve 
water quality in priority 
landscapes, decommission 


roads, implement travel management 
plans, and create green jobs.” Each of 
these areas can easily be managed by 
state governments. Regardless, the U.S. 
Constitution forbids federal interven- 
tion in nature conservancy, water quality 
management, and the other FS functions 
mentioned. Notice “agriculture” isn’t on 
this list, because FS is yet another USDA 
agency with, at best, indirect connection 
to farming. 

¢ Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS) 
— Here is one umbrella agency that deals 
directly with farming, but hardly in a posi- 
tive way. USDA claims FAS works to “im- 
prove the competitive position of U.S. ag- 
riculture in the global marketplace.” The 
truth is just the opposite. Billions of U.S. 
tax dollars are spent annually on export 
subsidies granted by FAS, including the 
same foreign food assistance programs 
Eisenhower began. On the domestic 
front, export subsidies reduce supply and 
increase both demand and price of com- 
modities. While they lower commodity 
prices in foreign markets for consumers, 
farmers in those countries are hit hard. The 
result is increased protectionism in many 
overseas nations. Regardless, the Consti- 
tution does not authorize the federal gov- 
ernment as a marketing outfit, a charity, or 
an agriculture exporter. 

The examples listed here are hardly 
extreme. There is no agency, office, or 
mission of USDA that is constitutionally 
authorized. In fact, the 10th Amendment 
in the Bill of Rights specifically forbids 
such federal interference, reserving unau- 
thorized powers “to the States respective- 
ly, or to the people.” Regardless, federal 
agriculture programs continue to expand 
with each newly updated farm bill. 
Though Roosevelt’s New Deal was re- 
putedly intended only to help Americans 
through the Great Depression, USDA has 
quadrupled in size since the Roosevelt 
administration. 

In Abraham Lincoln’s final address 
to Congress, he called his newly created 
USDA the “people’s Department,’ a nick- 
name with prophetically socialist over- 
tones. In terms of Lincoln’s expectations, 
the department is certainly a success. In 
terms of basic economics, it spells folly 
for the nation. It is up to Congress to abol- 
ish USDA and restore farming to its once- 
great status in the free market. Hi 
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Dueling Rallies 


John Saul was a simple business owner 
who wanted nothing more than to be suc- 
cessful with his venture and enjoy his life. 
Cesar Chavira, a 22-year-old known gang 
member with a criminal record, changed 
all that when he tried to rob Saul’s store, 
where Saul also lived. The ABC affiliate in 
Washington State reported on May 19 that 
Saul used his licensed firearm to defend 
his life and fatally shoot Chavira. 

As has become commonplace nowa- 
days, Chavira’s family and friends 
blamed the victim. They went so far as 
to condemn the storeowner for defending 
himself from a violent intruder, and even 
staged rallies outside his store calling for 
him to be arrested. 

Saul, who just wants the controversy to 
fade so that business can return to normal, 
was dismayed when he heard that another 
rally was being planned outside his store, 
though this one was much different be- 
cause its main purpose was to support Saul 
and his self-defense actions. 

A community group wanted to organize 
a “Take Back Walla Walla” rally, which 
was intended to show there are others in 
the community who feel that a business 
owner has the right to defend his life and 
property with lethal force if threatened. 
Saul, speaking through his attorney, said 
the rally might hurt the “healing process.” 
The group ultimately decided to go ahead 
with the rally, but out of respect for Saul, 
they moved the location to downtown 
Walla Walla. 


Nude Intruder 


The following story from the Gaston Ga- 
zette out of North Carolina should be part 
of any education program designed to 
warn young children about the dangers of 
drug use. On the night of April 8, 22-year- 
old David Darling shouted, “This is the 
worst trip of my life!” as he ran up and 
down the street, nearly being hit by cars. 
Darling, apparently high on drugs, was 
completely nude and was making quite a 
disturbance in public. Unfortunately his 
bad “trip” got much worse when he ap- 
proached the home of a Camp Lejeune 
Marine. The Marine’s wife turned on the 
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porch light to see what all the fuss was 
about, but that light got Darling’s atten- 
tion, and he went right up to the front door. 
She was shocked to open the door and see 
the naked man standing there, asking for 
a light for his cigarette. The wife became 
very upset and concerned for her two tod- 
dler children who were asleep nearby. She 
hurriedly shut the door, but Darling began 
yelling to be let in. The Marine husband 
immediately armed himself with his pistol 
and yelled through the door for Darling to 
leave. The Marine warned Darling that he 
had a pistol, but Darling simply said that 
he wanted a pistol too. 

It was at this terrifying moment that 
Darling escalated the situation to a point 
of no return. An adjacent window was 
open, with only a screen separating the 
inside from the outside. Darling punched 
the screen out and dove headfirst through 
the broken screen into the house. React- 
ing, the Marine used a 1911 .45-caliber 
handgun to shoot Darling three times 
in the back as Darling dove through the 
window. The Marine tried to perform 
first aid on Darling, but he was dead at 
the scene. 

An autopsy report showed that Darling 
did not have alcohol in his system, but 
based on the statements attributed to Dar- 
ling and paraphernalia found in his home, 
law enforcement stated that Darling was 
under the influence of an unknown sub- 
stance. This was a freak occurrence due to 
drug use, and no facts show that the resi- 
dents knew Darling. Both the victims and 
the family of the intruder are still trying to 
grasp what happened that night. 

District Attorney Ernie Lee told the Ga- 
zette that he hopes this sad case and a simi- 
lar one where two intruders were killed by 
residents will cause potential criminals 
to pause before they decide to break into 
or burglarize a residence. “I hope it does 
serve as a deterrent.... You are putting your 
own life at risk. I would hope that anyone 
thinks before they act.” 

The Marine who fired the fatal shots the 
night of Darling’s really bad “trip” will not 
face any charges, Lee said, because, based 
“upon my review of the facts of this case, 
the occupants of the residence were justi- 
fied in using deadly force against Darling 


because the actions of Darling caused the 
occupants to reasonably believe it necessary 
to use deadly force to protect their lives.” 


“| Will Shoot You” 


“T will shoot you.” Those were the four 
words spoken by Michelle Horton to an in- 
truder who broke into her home. Normally, 
Horton is a mild-mannered nurse, but on 
June 5, her fierce dedication to protecting 
her family forced her to arm herself and 
confront a burglar face-to-face. 

A CBS affiliate reported out of North 
Port, Florida, that Horton was fast asleep 
at home with her two sons when she was 
awakened by the barking of the family 
dog. She left her bedroom to investigate 
and discovered an intruder in her house. 
She dashed back into her bedroom to re- 
trieve her pistol. 

Reflecting on the terrifying moment, 
Horton said, “I really wasn’t worried about 
myself. I was worried about the two kids. 
That’s all I was worried about.” Horton, 
now armed with her gun, returned to where 
she initially discovered the intruder. The in- 
truder had moved into the backyard at this 
point, and Horton followed after him. As 
she exited the house, she discovered anoth- 
er man waiting outside in the bushes. That 
man immediately fled once he saw there 
was an armed homeowner involved. 

The remaining criminal was not de- 
terred. Horton stood her ground and stared 
at the man in the face and warned him, 
“T will shoot you.” When the intruder re- 
fused to leave, Horton remained true to her 
word and fired at his leg. The injured thug 
limped away, but Horton got a good enough 
description to assist law enforcement with 
drawing up a sketch. Horton described the 
burglar as a Hispanic man, around 6'2" and 
185 Ibs. with a silver tooth and a tattoo on 
his neck. The police are still looking for 
the suspects. Horton remained steadfast in 
her commitment to protecting her family. 
She told CBS that “I know a lot of women 
say, ‘Oh no, I’m too scared to shoot him.’ 
But when you’re threatened, you won’t be 
scared.” And if this burglar ever shows up 
again? “This time he won’t get wounded. 
This time it will be for real.” Hl 

— PATRICK KREY 
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More EPA Power Plays 


ITEM: An article in the Washington Times 
for June 7 made reference to controver- 
sial remarks made by a top Environmental 
Protection Agency official, who resigned 
after the 2010 comments were revealed 
publicly. The former regional adminis- 
trator, Al Armendariz, also cancelled a 
scheduled congressional appearance in 
early June. A leading left-wing House 
Democrat suggested that the hearing was 
merely intended to embarrass the White 
House. Reported the Times: 


“Those who oppose strong enforce- 
ment of the nation’s environmental 
laws have exaggerated what was said 
[by Mr. Armendariz] in order to make 
absurd attacks on EPA and the Obama 
administration,” said Rep. Henry A. 
Waxman, California Democrat and 
his party’s ranking member on the En- 
ergy and Commerce Committee. “This 
is just more of the same fact-free, anti- 
EPA rhetoric from the Republicans.” 


ITEM: The Des Moines Register for May 
21 reported on the President’s then-pend- 
ing visit to lowa: “The president will speak 
at TPI Composites, a blade plant that em- 
ploys around 700 workers in Newton, said 
Heather Zichal, deputy assistant to the 
president for energy policy. Obama will 
drive home the importance of the Produc- 
tion Tax Credit, a lucrative incentive for 
those who build and operate wind farms, 
Zichal said. This is a big deal in the wind 
industry because it creates the market for 
more turbines and towers.” 

The President “will also talk up the 
merits of the Advanced Energy Manufac- 
turing Tax Credit, which goes to compa- 
nies like TPI that build wind energy parts. 
With the threat of both tax credits expiring 
at the end of the year, orders for turbine 
production for next year have fallen off, 
and jobs are at risk, wind advocates said.” 
ITEM: The “Obama for America” website 
promoting the reelection of the President 
says he “is committed to putting in place 
an “all-of-the-above strategy’ to develop 
every available source of American energy 
while making sure we never have to choose 
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between protecting our environment and 
strengthening our economy.” The “Invest- 
ing in Clean Coal” section praises the chief 
executive, saying: “President Obama has 
set a 10-year goal to develop and deploy 
cost-effective clean coal technology, and to 
put online several commercial demonstra- 
tion projects within four years.” 
CORRECTION: To listen to the haughty 
claims of the White House Obama admin- 
istration and read the President’s reelec- 
tion campaign site dealing with energy 
and the environment, one would think 
that the country can be run by letting off 
self-esteem. 

That is a con game, beguiling but 
nonetheless bogus. Though one can pre- 
vent progress while sitting behind a bu- 
reaucratic desk, such meddling doesn’t 
produce anything. Trying to govern by 
regulation is a sure ticket on the road to 
a bleak future. 

Take the matter of Region 6 EPA Ad- 
ministrator Al Armendariz, who let the cat 
out of the bag about how such people think 
when their subjects are not sufficiently 
compliant. It is hardly a surprise to find 
that a militant activist who finds himself 
in a position of power believes in bullying 
and intimidation, but what did take folks 
aback was the EPA official’s candor. He 
admitted — and was caught so doing on 
videotape — what really drives the agency 
that supposedly serves as a protector of the 
environment: The EPA’s general philoso- 
phy, he acknowledged, is to “crucify” and 
make examples of some oil and gas com- 
panies to get others to fall into line. 

The gaffe in this instance, as so often is 
the case in government circles, was for the 
official to say what he actually believes. 

The resultant publicity forced even the 
liberal Washington Post to comment that 
the “most reasonable interpretation is also 
among the most disturbing — that Mr. 
Armendariz preferred to exact harsh pun- 
ishments on an arbitrary number of firms 
to scare others into cooperating. This sort 
of talk isn’t merely unjust and threaten- 
ing to investors in energy projects. It hurts 
the EPA.” For the agency to maintain “the 
legitimacy of the EPA’s broad regulatory 
authorities requires the agency to use its 


Al Armendariz 


powers fairly and, in so doing, avoid the 
impression that its enforcement is capri- 
cious or unduly severe. Mr. Armendariz’s 
comments violated the latter principle.” 

The underlying problem is that those 
running the government actually do be- 
lieve they have the omniscience to be able 
to choose the appropriate winners and los- 
ers in the marketplace, with a subsidy to 
some favored business here or a figurative 
crucifixion over there to someone who 
gets out of line. 

The Obama trip to Iowa noted above was 
designed to keep federal tax dollars — dis- 
guised as an “investment” — flowing to pre- 
ferred wind companies. As noted by Lach- 
lan Markay of the Heritage Foundation, 
with many more details than we have room 
for here, the drop-in at TPI Composites was 
acall for more energy subsidies at the “pro- 
duction facilities of a politically connected 
wind turbine manufacturer with ties to his 
administration. The appearance could serve 
to reinforce perceptions of cronyism in the 
administration’s “green jobs’ push.” 

TPI, as pointed out by Markay, has 
“some notable connections to the White 
House through Element Partners, one of 
its key investors. One of Element’s operat- 
ing partners is former Pennsylvania gover- 
nor and Democratic National Committee 
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chairman Ed Rendell,” with the company 
being a recipient of millions of Energy De- 
partment tax credits. 

Those tax breaks are the carrots. But the 
Obama administration has been wielding 
sticks too — especially against the coal 
industry. The only surprise here is that, 
when running for the White House, Obama 
promised that his environmental policies 
would tend to bankrupt builders of coal- 
fired power plants — and in that he has 
kept his word. As noted by Bloomberg’s 
Rob Barnett: “New coal plants would ef- 
fectively be banned because their emission 
rate is almost double that of the proposed 
standard.” The emission rate here is for 
carbon dioxide, without which plants can- 
not live, and which has been classified as a 
“pollutant” by the Obama EPA. 

Coal in the United States, according to 
the Institute for Energy Research, is cur- 
rently used to meet 21 percent of the total 
energy demand in the United States and to 
generate almost half of all of our electric- 
ity. You might think that an energy source 
of that magnitude would be commended. 
However, Obama EPA officials have ad- 
mitted that they would prefer that coal 
communities would just go away, at the 
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same time conceding that it would politi- 
cally damaging to say so publicly. 

Even the campaign website cited above 
has provided telling evidence about the 
administration’s priorities. As was noted 
in the Washington Examiner: “In an info- 
graphic released in May, the White House 
failed to list coal among the energy sourc- 
es President Obama wanted to develop 
as part of his so-called ‘all-of-the-above’ 
energy strategy. The White House added 
‘clean coal’ to the infographic after it re- 
ceived unpleasant media and congression- 
al attention. No wonder the Democratic 
governor of West Virginia and one of the 
Democratic senators from that state refuse 
to say they’ll vote for President Obama.” 

The green notions of the EPA aren’t just 
theories being batted around by adoles- 
cents in college dorms. They shape actions 
that cause real damage to U.S. jobs and 
American workers. The administration’s 
belated yearning in support of “clean coal” 
is so much eyewash. Consider some of the 
results, as pointed out by Nash Keune in 
National Review Online: 


In 2001, the EPA released an endan- 
germent finding stating that green- 
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Buying in? When President Obama visited TPI, which makes wind-turbine blades, he announced 
plans for new wind-energy subsidies. Since the wind-energy industry is firmly established, new 
subsidies reflect either uncertainty about wind energy’s performance or a bribe for votes. 
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house gases such as carbon dioxide 
threaten public health and the en- 
vironment by contributing to cli- 
mate change and that therefore they 
could be regulated under the Clean 
Air Act. Since then, as Bryan Walsh 
noted in Time magazine, the EPA has 
“embark[ed] on what could be the 
most far-reaching environmental reg- 
ulatory scheme in American history.” 

Already, 57 coal-fired plants have 
closed owing to the EPA’s regula- 
tions, according to the National 
Mining Association. Supporters in- 
sist that policies favoring renewable 
energy sources will lead to lower 
costs. However, the burden of these 
coal regulations has contributed to a 
$300 increase in the average house- 
hold’s electricity bill over the last five 
years, despite the substantial stimu- 
lus investment “in carbon capture and 
sequestration research.” 

Some of this increased cost can be 
attributed to more demand for electric- 
ity. But USA Today reports that the rise 
in cost is due in part to “the expense 
of replacing old power plants, includ- 
ing heavily polluting — but cheap to 
operate — coal plants that don’t meet 
federal clean air requirements.” 


As Keune notes further, it is virtually 
“impossible to predict exactly how much 
these regulations will cost, as the standards 
themselves are likely to change. Under the 
Clean Air Act, when an outside group sues 
an energy producer for supposedly over- 
stepping an emission standard, the EPA 
can register a consent agreement, which 
settles the suit in exchange for toughening 
the standard industry-wide.” 

This latter legal device — akin to Br’er 
Rabbit’s pleading not to get tossed into the 
briar patch where he wanted to be all along 
— is also used by other federal agencies. It 
has been turned into a particularly poison- 
ous economic weapon by the EPA. 

Individuals don’t normally relish being 
sued. On the other hand, some federal 
agencies are delighted when that happens, 
even to the point of financially supporting 
the very groups that file the lawsuits. In 
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What wealth looks like: Coal, of which the United States has a 250-year supply, provides 50 
percent of our country’s power and is exported for profit, yet the EPA is handicapping the industry. 


Investor’s Business Daily last year, John 
Merline described how the EPA hands out 
million of dollars’ worth of grants to groups 
that, for their part, insist on the implemen- 
tation of more regulations. After the EPA 
settles or loses in such an instance, it often 
pays even more in fees to the attorneys for 
the winning plaintiffs. As reported in /BD: 


“The EPA isn’t harmed by these suits,” 
said Jeffrey Holmstead, who was an 
EPA official during the Bush admin- 
istration. “Often the suits involve 
things the EPA wants to do anyway. 
By inviting a lawsuit and then signing 
a consent decree, the agency gets legal 
cover from political heat.” 

Holmstead called this kind of liti- 
gation “sweetheart suits.” 


Sometimes the deck is stacked either for or 
against certain business, but the taxpayers 
and consumers always pay for it. 

This ruse is sometimes blatant. Last 
year, yet another EPA regional adminis- 
trator showed another way the game is 
played. It is reminiscent, in terms of for- 
eign policy, of the tactics of communist 
revolutions — with pressure from the top 
and from the bottom leading to the same 
objective. This deception is not always 
recognized by the pawns on either side. 

As was recently summarized by Paul 
Chesser for the National Legal and Pol- 
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icy Center, EPA Region 5 Administrator 
Susan Hedman last summer showed how 
closely her agency was allied with the 
anti-business activists in the street. She 
joined them outside her Chicago office 
“to celebrate the expected implementa- 
tion of EPA’s Mercury Air Toxics Stan- 
dard, which was released in December. 
Bloomberg reported that the rule would 
cost utilities an estimated $9.6 billion per 
year in compliance costs, fulfilling the 
president’s campaign promise to make 
electricity costs ‘necessarily skyrocket.” 

The NLPC report continued: “‘We re- 
ally appreciate your enthusiastic support 
for this rule,” Hedman gushed before a 
crowd of 90-or-so eco-activists. ‘It’s quite 
literally a breath of fresh air compared 
with what’s going on in the nation’s capi- 
tal these days,’ she added, referring to a 
‘tough political climate’ for EPA.” 

Oh, yes, those paper cuts can be brutal. 

Yet, how about those areas where jobs 
are badly needed? And what is it like for 
those making investments so vital to the 
U.S. economy? As it happens, such con- 
cems aren’t as important as politics, at least 
to certain people. Consider a project that 
is not a pet of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency: the Pebble Partnership that 
is exploring a copper deposit in a sparsely 
populated area of Alaska. This is a project 
that has found itself under the gun of the 
eco-activists and their allies in the EPA. 


Writing in Forbes, scientist Patrick 
Michaels observes that the major media, 
particularly in the northeastern part of the 
U.S., “is particularly exercised about the 
stretch of desolate Alaska that is Pebble — 
land that was traded by the federal govern- 
ment to the State for mineral development, 
in exchange for the some land that became 
Lake Clark Park and Preserve.” The formal 
assessment of the agency, he continues, 


ignores this history and the positive 
economic impact $7 billion of new 
infrastructure would bring to a place 
without a diverse economy. The As- 
sessment is designed to be used for 
regulation based upon the “precau- 
tionary principle.” This darling of the 
global left states that “if something 
has the potential to cause harm, it 
shouldn’t be done.” 

The UN’s a big fan and reports are 
that they have been sniffing around 
parts of Bristol Bay looking for a 
way to get in on the Pebble issue. 
In fact, its Framework Convention 
on Climate Change — the scaffold 
upon which the failed Kyoto Proto- 
col on global warming was erected 
— is based on the precautionary 
principle, noting that a lack of “full 
scientific certainty” should not pro- 
vide grounds to preclude regulation. 

In other words, if you can’t prove 
that something will not cause harm 
— pretty much a logical impossibil- 
ity — you can’t do it. 


When it comes to the EPA and its activ- 
ist allies, these are the choices: Heads, 
they win; tails, we lose. And it is not 
energy they want — it is power. An 
agency that relishes, even as a figure of 
speech, the possibility of publicly tear- 
ing private businesses limb from limb 
is not a judicious arbiter of equity and 
justice. The two-headed creature made 
up of so-called environmentalists and 
green-minded bureaucrats esteems fed- 
eral control more than progress for the 
economy or, even more clearly, respect 
for the Constitution. 

— WILLIAM P. HoAaR 


43 


THE !,\5/ WORD 


BY STEVE BYAS 


Crooning tor Communism 


ne has to wonder. If 
an American musi- 
cian had publicly 


backed the invasion of Po- 
land by Adolf Hitler in 1939, 
written for an American Nazi 
Party newspaper, or lamented 
that he missed his old Nazi 
Party, would the American 
Left be joining a chorus of 
hurrahs for him, regardless of 
his artistic merits? 

The answer is clearly no. 
The National Socialist (Nazi) 
Party movement, led by the 
murderous Hitler, was so vile 
that we would recoil from 
honoring any person who was 
an ally or a “fellow traveler” 
of that movement. 

Yet the leaders of popular culture in this country think noth- 
ing of honoring the ideologically communist minstrel Woody 
Guthrie on what would be his 100th birthday — if he were alive 
— approaching on July 14 of this year. 

Following the September 11 attacks upon the World Trade 
Center towers and the Pentagon, Americans watched as hun- 
dreds of members of Congress stood on the steps of the Capitol 
and sang Irving Berlin’s inspiring, “God Bless America!” It is 
a patriotic ballad that has inspired millions since its pre-World 
War II release. Guthrie wouldn’t have joined them. He was driv- 
en by his disgust of that song to write his response, “This Land 
Is Your Land.” Joe Klein, a sympathetic Guthrie biographer, has 
said that the Guthrie song was “originally intended as a Marxist 
response” to Berlin’s song. 

An early version of Guthrie’s 1940 song contained two ad- 
ditional verses usually not found in later versions, or sung today. 
One verse specifically attacked the very concept of private prop- 
erty. The omitted verse went, “Was a big high wall there that 
tried to stop me, A sign was painted said; Private Property, But 
on the back side, it didn’t say nothing — This land was made 
for you and me.” The other verse was equally negative: “In the 
squares of the city, In the shadow of a steeple; By the relief 
office, I'd seen my people. As they stood there hungry, I stood 
there asking, Is this land made for you and me?” 

A few years ago, the Smithsonian Institution honored Guth- 
rie and defended his left-wing views: “Woody’s political out- 
look paralleled that of many Americans, who, beset with hard 
times, questioned the very basis of the American system. The 
Communist Party of the United States of America (CPUSA) 
attracted these disaffected citizens with its egalitarian platform. 
For Woody the Communists could be related to the Robin Hood 
outlaws he had been singing about for a decade.” 
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Several years ago, the 
Oklahoma Gazette newspa- 
per sponsored the Oklahoma 
Music Awards. Instead of giv- 
ing out little Oscars, Emmys, 
or Grammys, they passed out 
“Woodys” to honor Okla- 
homa’s homegrown commu- 
nist sympathizer. The Gazette 
defended its actions: “You 
know, Woody Guthrie — the 
internationally known singer/ 
songwriter from Okemah 
they didn’t teach you about 
in school when you were 
growing up because, well, 
it’s really too silly to even to 
go into”? 

Really? That Guthrie 
strongly supported a movement responsible for mass murder 
was just “too silly to get to go into.” 

The Norman (Oklahoma) Transcript said that Guthrie had 
been “inaccurately characterized” as a communist. According to 
the Transcript, “Guthrie believed America to be full of opportu- 
nity for all. In fact, Woody served in both the Merchant Marine 
and the Army during World War II.” 

Though Guthrie toted a guitar inscribed with the words, “This 
machine kills fascists,” even the Smithsonian exhibit admitted, 
“Woody became a merchant marine to avoid the draft.” Guth- 
rie’s efforts to dodge the draft eventually failed, and he was 
drafted late in the war. 

When Nazi Germany invaded Poland from the west and the 
Soviet communists of Josef Stalin invaded from the east, Guth- 
rie publicly defended Stalin. Guthrie wrote in an official com- 
munist newspaper that Stalin had acted to help Polish work- 
ers and farmers. According to Klein, all those remaining in the 
American Communist Party after the Soviet invasion of Poland 
were “hard core ... true believers.” 

Guthrie never apologized for his pro-Stalin views. In July 
of 1945, Guthrie wrote, “I have rolled the whole thing over in 
my mind and have come to believe that we need to have the CP 
[Communist Party] back again.” He added, “I felt when we had 
our Party that I had found the one organization that I could stand 
up and feel proud of.” Guthrie even recalled carrying around a 
pocket-sized “Constitution of the Soviet Union, USSR,” adding 
that the “best thing” he had ever done was “‘to sign up with the 
Communist Party.” Guthrie even supported the North Korean 
and Chinese Communists during the Korean War! 

As horrific as Hitler’s murders were, for sheer numbers, no 
political ideology in world history is as responsible for as many 
deaths as communism. Yet, in Guthrie’s own words, it was the 
one organization that he could stand up for and “feel proud of.” 
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